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Abstract 
This project will examine the differences in how the situation in Libya and Syria was handled 
and what can be said to have led to these changes. This will be achieved by utilising Agency 
theory, examining the background in which various relevant actors, such as the United Nations, 
have based their decisions in regards the situation in Libya and Syria, and how these choices 
could be said to have affected the outcome of the situations. Furthermore, a Critical Discourse 
Analysis have been conducted in order to investigate the change in perspective the relevant 
actors undergo between the two situation and how it can be said to have had an effect on the 
resolutions of the United Nations. Based on this analysis, it is concluded that the major changes 
between the situation in Libya and Syria is an uncertainty who is responsible for the issues in the 
two cases, whether or not the United Nations resolutions in the two situations are under Chapter 
VII, and the way in which the countries in question choose to react to the United Nation 
attempting to interfere in the situation - more specifically, whether the government of Libya and 
Syria chose to cooperate with the United Nations or not. 
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1. Problem Area 
 
After the events of the First World War, countries around the world searched for a way to secure 
a long lasting peace between the various nations around the globe. This was the foundation for 
the idea behind the establishment of the League of Nations. The League of Nations was based on 
the belief that an international organisation would deter future conflicts from escalating into 
wars. At its inception, the League of Nations consisted of 42 countries, however the various 
member countries dropped steadily. The League of Nations ended up failing in what it set out to 
achieve, as it was based around the idea of a moral deterrent towards wars, which was seen with 
the Second World War raging from 1939 to 1945. 
After the conclusion of the Second World War, the United Nations (UN) was founded. It was 
based upon some of the same ideas as the League of Nations, but the resolutions from the UN 
are, unlike the ones from the League of Nations, binding on all Member States. The aims of the 
UN are to attempt to keep the peace around the world and to establish friendly relations between 
the nations. Furthermore, the UN also attempts to eliminate poverty, illiteracy, and disease 
around the world as well as to stop environmental destruction. Furthermore, the UN is based 
upon the principles that all Member States should obey the UN Charter, that Member States have 
sovereign equality, that the UN cannot interfere in the domestic affairs of any country, and the 
use, or threat, of force should always be avoided, and thus should attempt to solve conflicts 
peacefully. Currently, the UN consists of 192 Member States. 
Within the UN is the Security Council. It consists of 15 members, where five of them are 
permanent members (Russia, the United States (U.S.), China, United Kingdom, and France) and 
10 of the members rotate, having a two year term in between rotations. Moreover, the five 
permanent members are given the ability to veto any resolution discussed in the UN Security 
Council, thus cancelling its implementation. 
In 1993 the UN conference in Vienna added a new dimension to the justification of its 
peacekeeping and peacemaking efforts when going to war by constituting a set of universal 
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human rights. This was both an answer to, and a justification of, the demand to intervene in the 
Yugoslavian civil war, because of the ethnic genocides committed during this war. Without this 
human right justification, the UN would not have been able to justify itself according to its own 
principles of national sovereignty - namely that nations or supranational organisations should not 
be able to militarily intervene in other nations, unless in self-defence. 
The Human rights principles as described in the The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, are 
a set of principles stating that all people, regardless of station and gender, have the rights to 
equality, dignity, freedom, privacy, freedom of thought, political and religious opinion, security 
of person against violence or torture, equality in relation to and protection against the law, 
protection against prosecution by own or other countries and representation or participation in 
governance. 
During the Arab spring uprising, the countries of Syria and Libya received international 
attention, mainly because of the way these handled the demonstrations and how both countries 
erupted into civil war. 
The uprising in Libya started on the 15
th
 of February 2011, when protests erupted against 
Colonel Muammar Gaddafi and his rule of the country. However, the protesters were quickly 
suppressed by government forces. This led to the protesters, that were now considered rebels, 
taking control of cities and military hardware in the eastern parts of the country. The government 
responded by introducing both military troops and mercenaries into the conflict and firing shells 
into several cities. The armed rebels began retreating from the heavily armed government forces. 
Reports about crimes against humanity, murder of journalists, and further shelling of civilian 
targets called the international community to action. As was the case in Kosovo, The UN agreed 
on resolution containing basis for a no-fly zone to stop the bombing of civilian targets by air and 
thus UN Security Council 1973 was adopted. The resolution was written under Chapter VII of 
the UN charter. Chapter VII is the chapter called; “CHAPTER VII: ACTION WITH RESPECT 
TO THREATS TO THE PEACE, BREACHES OF THE PEACE, AND ACTS OF 
AGGRESSION”. The chapter includes, amongst others, the basis for sanctions and for the UN 
Security Council to take military action through the use of armed forces by air, sea or land. The 
end of the civil war can be said to have come when rebel forces captured the city of Tripoli and 
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Gaddafi fled the country. This happened after UN Security Council Member States’ military 
forces destroyed Gaddafi’s forces and key military locations. 
The Syrian civil war was, similarly to the case in Libya, started when protests against the Syrian 
head of state, were met with the use of live ammunition. As was also the case in Libya, protesters 
rose in rebellion and took control of parts of the country, and as in Libya, the Syrian head of 
state, President Bashar al-Assad, used the military to suppress the rebellion with civilian 
casualties. After the fighting had gone on for almost two years, reports of the use of chemical 
weapons emerged on August 21
st
 2013. UN Security Council resolution 2118 was adopted on 
September 27
th
, after an agreement between the U.S. and Russia. The resolution came after 
weeks of discussions between the U.S. and Russia on the topic of whether or not the resolution 
should be similar to the one in Libya and thus be written under Chapter VII. The finished 
resolution was not adopted under Chapter VII, but instead put an emphasis on a diplomatic 
solution in the form of an agreement with the Syrian government handing over their chemical 
weapons to the international community. The surrendering of the weapons is handled and 
monitored by the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). 
 
1.1. Research Question 
What are the differences in the way the cases of Libya and Syria were handled, and what can be 
said to have led to these changes? 
 
1.2. Working Questions 
Working question 1: What kind of agency do the various actors exhibit in the cases of Libya 
and Syria, respectively, and can they be said to have constituted a change? 
Working question 2: Which discourses are utilised by Russia and the United States in the 
situation in Libya and Syria, respectively, and how is this evident in the United Nations’ 
resolutions 1973 and 2118? 
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2. Research Design 
 
2.1. Working question 1 
What kind of agency do the various actors exhibit in the cases of Libya and Syria, respectively, 
and can they be said to have constituted a change? 
In correspondence with the rest of the project the social constructivist view of international 
relations will be taken into consideration during agency analysis. The basic assumption 
underlying this view of international relations is that the states want to survive and become 
secure. Due to this the different agencies exhibited by agents will be analysed based on this 
assumption. When using agency in order to analyse the actors and the events that unfolded 
surrounding Libya, between the 15
th
 of February and the 20
th
 of October 2011, three primary 
actors will be examined. The first is Muammar al-Gaddafi, who at the time was head of state 
within Libya, and for the sake of the agency analysis he will be considered the representative of 
Libya. That is to say that the choices and decisions he displayed will be considered the choices, 
decisions, and therefore the agency of Libya. When looking at Gaddafi, the dominant agency 
dimension which will be used to analyse his actions, is the practical-evaluative dimension. The 
reason behind this is that Gaddafi’s actions were primarily an adaptation of response in regards 
to the situations that occurred. He was unable to utilise past experiences through the iterational 
dimension as he had not been in such situations prior to this and thus had not learned any effect 
responses. He also did not utilise the projective dimension as at the time he was under pressure, 
both internally and internationally from the National Transitional Council and the UN. As a 
result he only had time to respond and adapt his response to occurring situations rather than plan 
ahead. 
The last two actors in this case are the U.S. and the UN Security Council. When considering the 
UN Security Council, the different state leaders that constitute the council will not be examined 
separately. Instead, the final decision made by the council will be taken into account, and as a 
result the UN Security Council will be considered an actor in itself during the analysis. Both of 
these actors will be analysed through the projective dimension, the reason behind this is that 
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unlike Libya they voluntarily entered the situation. This means that they were not under the same 
amount of pressure that Gaddafi found himself in. 
When it comes to the Syrian case, which occurred between March 2011 and September 2013, 
there will be four primary actors analysed: the first is Syria which when it comes to agency 
analysis will, unlike Libya, be based upon the projective dimension. The reason behind why a 
practical-evaluative dimension has not been utilized for the analysis of Syria is due to the fact 
that Syria has not been as pressured as Libya was. Powerful allies and disputed evidence against 
the Syrian government have allowed Assad to plan ahead and not just respond to immediate 
changes in the present. However, one aspect from the practical-evaluative dimension will be 
incorporated; more specifically the concept of problematization. Problematization is the 
recognition by an actor that the current situation at hand is in some way problematic and that 
something must be done in order to change it. Two of the other actors analysed are the U.S. and 
the UN Security Council, these will be analysed using a projective analysis. However, unlike the 
Libyan case, where Russia decided to abstain, it has now become a major actor in the Libyan 
case. Russia, similarly, to the other actors within this case will also be based upon the projective 
dimension during analysis as the components surrounding its involvement in the case are similar 
to that of the U.S and UN Security Council. 
During the analysis of the different actors, each category considered applicable will be applied 
one after the other to the specific event they were involved in, before moving on to the following 
one. To give an example, a problematic situation that arose for Gaddafi will first be identified 
using problematization, immediately following this the decision and execution categories will be 
applied one after the other in immediate succession due to their close relationship. If relevant 
then the situation will also be analysed using the secondary tone category deliberation which 
represents the influence of the future. When looking at the different situations and their 
properties the prior events that induced the particular situation as well as the consequences of the 
responses that occurred during the situation, will be taken into account. 
The data used during the analysis will be qualitative data. This form of data is particularly 
applicable when answering the working question as it allows a comprehensively examinations of 
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the various interactions between actors within the different situations surrounding Libya and 
Syria, using agency. 
2.2. Working question 2 
Which discourses are utilised by Russia and the United States in the situation in Libya and Syria, 
respectively, and how is this evident in United Nations resolutions 1973 and 2118? 
To answer the working question, the focus will be on qualitative data, such as speeches, 
interviews, articles, and official documents from actors from the the case in Syria and Libya. 
Qualitative data is used in order to be able to thoroughly examine the interactions between the 
various actors as well as being able to examine their view on reality - and how they choose to 
describe this reality. More specifically, the analysis will examine the UN resolutions from both 
Libya and Syria, an interview with the U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton during the case in 
Libya, the United States Secretary of State John Kerry during the case in Syria, and Russian 
Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov, a speech by U.S. President Barack Obama addressing the 
American nation and lastly, an opinion piece from the Russian President Vladimir Putin in the 
New York Times. This data will then be analysed using textual analysis, where the focus is to 
understand the content of the text and scrutinise how the sundry actors’ points are expressed 
based upon the words they use. The two main actors, Russia and the U.S., have been chosen as 
they are both part of the Security Council of the United Nations and played a major role in Libya 
and Syria. Furthermore, the individuals selected are chosen on the basis of them being a 
representative of their country’s standpoint in regards to the situation in both Libya and Syria, as 
these individuals are Foreign Minister(s), Secretary of State, or President of their respected 
country. Additionally, Norman Fairclough’s concepts of discourse, discursive practice - both 
creative and conventional discursive practice -, intertextuality, interdiscursivity, and order of 
discourse will be utilised to further investigate how the actors sees the situation in Libya and 
Syria, as well as gauging the changes occurring between the UN resolution in Libya and the UN 
resolution in Syria. Thus, most of the data will be on the situation in Syria in order to thoroughly 
examine what can be said to have spurred the changes evident in the Syrian resolution compared 
to the Libyan resolution. To research these changes, the discourses used by the various actors 
will be examined and the changes in the various actors discursive practices will be investigated - 
and how these changes are then evident in the UN resolution regarding Syria. In the end, the 
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discursive practice of the UN resolution on Libya will be compared to the discursive practice of 
the UN resolution in Syria. Lastly, the theory of Social Constructivism will be applied alongside 
the method, in order to perceive what the actors see as being the reality of the situation and to 
analyse whether or not they have shared understandings. 
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3. Methods 
 
3.1. Interdisciplinarity 
The project utilises an interdisciplinary research strategy in order to conduct research, using 
methods from two different fields in order to provide a more holistic view. The project is 
conducted in the social science fields of Political Science and Sociology. The project is located 
in the field of Political Science as the research is conducted in the sphere of International 
Relations. Analyses of International Law will be conducted, in the form of UN Security Council 
resolutions as well as political speeches and interviews. As the project will utilise the method of 
Critical Discourse Analysis and will analyse the discourses of different agents it can be said to 
also be located in the field of Sociology. 
3.2. Comparison 
In order to thoroughly analyse the differences and similarities between the cases in question, a 
comparison will be made. The comparison will be conducted by taking the main focus points 
analysed in the two cases in question and comparing them, and will be conducted alongside the 
rest of the research methods, in order to give a clear and continuous view of how the cases are 
similar and/or different. The comparison requires both the same method and the same structure 
to be used in both cases that need to be compared. As an example, critical discourse analysis will 
be used in both the case of Syria and in Libya. To keep the same structure, the two cases will 
contain the same types of texts from the same agents, or their equivalents. For example a 
statement and answers from a news conference with Hillary Clinton, who was Secretary of State 
in 2011, will be used in the case of Libya. In the case of Syria, similar texts in the form of a 
statement and answers from a news conference, this time with present Secretary of State John 
Kerry will be used. It can be argued that Clinton and Kerry are not the same person and they may 
have different ideas and values, however, they are both acting as Secretary of State in each their 
case, and can therefore be said to be representatives for their country, thus are comparable. Not 
all texts used for analysis will be directly comparable to a text in the opposite case. Instead, what 
is conceived from the analyses of the various texts can be compared and create a basis for the 
conclusion. Furthermore, this method can be used to compare the different statements of one 
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case with each other. For example, one can compare Kerry’s statements with the Russian Foreign 
Minister, Sergey Lavrov’s statements in the case of Syria, in order to examine how their 
statements align or differ from each other, especially when mixed with the method of Critical 
Discourse Analysis. 
3.3. Sources 
In collecting relevant knowledge the project will be based upon varying kinds of material. This 
chapter should ideally be a key to reading the bibliography and data chapter. 
The split between bibliography and the data chapter allows for a distinction from sources that are 
used to reference scholars and experts directly in the methods and theories chapters, to sources 
used as a foundation and background information for the analysis. The references in the 
bibliography allows for the building of parts that need to be backed up by experts on the field 
and consist of academic, scholarly books, journal articles and similar from scholars. The data 
collection consists of sources that provide the aforementioned foundation for the analysis and the 
background information needed to conduct it and consists of e.g. news articles and transcripts of 
speeches. 
Bibliographical Referencing 
The use of bibliographical references is found in the bibliography consisting of sources and 
material used for methods and theories in the project. To validate the project academically and to 
frame the methodology and theories within an academic framework the sources used are mostly 
academic journals and books, from scholars such as Alexander Wendt and Alan Bryman, but 
also websites from various universities such as the University of Florida. These sources are used 
in order to substantiate and frame the project academically, methodologically and theoretically. 
Data 
The data chapter includes the sources that have been collected in order to give a foundation for 
the analysis. The sources provide the project with crucial background knowledge that is needed 
in order to do thorough research. As mentioned earlier, most of these sources are either news 
articles or transcripts of speeches. The transcripts are primary data, as they contain the 
information coming directly from the author. The news articles are secondary data sources and 
can, in most cases, be said to contain data that is recent and more relevant to the project. The 
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articles may also contain primary data in the form of quotes and information from agents 
involved in the researched field e.g. a comment from Secretary of State Kerry. In order to 
reference the data used in the analysis, it will first be introduced in the parts where used and later 
referenced completely in the data appendix. It can be said that in the process of analysing the 
selected data, there is a possibility of the researcher’s own opinions and ideas pervading the 
conclusions he or she may get from the analysis and make the outcome less credible. In order to 
maximise the credibility of the conclusions drawn from the analysis, the project utilises the 
method of investigator triangulation. 
Investigator Triangulation 
The method of investigator triangulation involves the use of more than one investigator or 
researcher in the process of collecting and interpreting the data (Thurmond, 2001). The 
researchers examine the data with the same qualitative method and compare their findings. If the 
findings from the different researchers arrive at the same conclusion(s), the data can be used with 
more confidence, and can be said to be more persuasive (Thurmond, 2001;Denzin, 1989).  It can 
be said that investigative triangulation is indeed used in the project, as the data is gathered, 
interpreted and discussed by more than one researcher, in order to compare the findings and 
develop a broader and deeper understanding of the researchers’ different views and arrive at a 
common ground or shared conclusion. This can be said to make the conclusions in the project as 
credible and persuasive as possible, compared to a conclusion made by a sole researcher. 
3.4. Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis 
For Norman Fairclough, discourses are a social practice, a specific language used within a social 
field (such as political discourse), or a way of describing a situation or similar from a certain 
perspective. Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is rooted in the assumption that 
discourse practices are both formed by as well as creating structures. Discursive practices are the 
way in which agents utilise established orders of discourse in order to discuss the social world 
and how agents interpret other agent’s description of the social world using these orders of 
discourse. Orders of discourse are the selection of various discourses an individual can draw 
upon when talking, writing, or discussing a topic within a certain social field (e.g. hospital, 
church, or kindergarten).  (Jørgensen, 2002, p. 61, 67) 
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Thus, CDA examines the relationship between orders of discourse and social structures, and the 
social changes generated through this relationship (Jørgensen, 2002, p. 78). An important aspect 
to analyse in order to examine this change is the level of interdiscursivity. Interdiscursivity is 
when various discourses are used together in the same communicative event - a communicative 
event being for instance a speech being held, an interview being done, or the like. This can either 
be done in a conventional discursive practice, meaning that the discourses are mixed in ways that 
are common for order of discourse within the social field, or in a creative discursive practice, 
meaning that the discourses are utilised together in new ways. The changes occur during creative 
discursive practice, which either changes how discourses are used together in the order of 
discourse within a social field or even borrows from orders of discourse from other social fields. 
This change to the order of discourse then change the discursive practice that in turn, based upon 
the previous assumption, change the structures. (Jørgensen 2002, p. 73). Furthermore, there is 
also intertextuality, in which interdiscursivity is a sub category. Intertextuality is when various 
texts borrow from each other, either through for instance direct quotation, through discourses 
used, or similar. (Jørgensen 2002, p. 73) 
This relationship between discursive practice and structures are analysed by an examination of 
the discourse practice, the text, and the structures. Generally, when examining talk and speech, 
transcripts are used rather than audio. 
The discursive practice is analysed by investigating what discourses are used to construct the 
text(s) in question. Here an examination of intertextuality and interdiscursivity also takes place, 
i.e. finding out how the text relates to other text within the same discursive practice and how the 
discourses are mixed. (Jørgensen, 2002, p. 80-2) 
Text analysis will be based upon the organisational concepts of James Paul Gee. Here various 
aspects of the text will be examined by looking at content words and function words. Content 
words are nouns, verbs, and adjective - i.e., words with a specific meaning. Function words are 
the more grammatical words, pronouns, determiners, prepositions, quantifies. This will help the 
examination of the discourses used, as the way the agent sees reality will become more evident. 
(Gee, 2010, pp. 127-9) 
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Lastly, the structures are analysed. This is achieved by examining the relationship between the 
discourse practices and the sundry orders of discourse and examine how they have influenced 
each other. Moreover, the social, cultural, and structural relations are examined in order to find 
out what has influenced the discourse practice. To investigate the social structures, historical 
context and theories (which will be touched upon later) will be utilised, as CDA is unable to 
investigate the structures needed for comparison on its own. (Jørgensen, 2002, p. 86-8) 
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4. Theoretical Framework 
 
4.1. Social Constructivist Theory 
Social constructivism as a theory can be seen as either a meta-theory where the philosophical 
approach of constructivism is applied to the social world or as a substantial theory within 
International Relations. In this project the substantial social constructivist theory of IR will be 
applied (Jackson, 2006, p.164). 
Social constructivism within IR gained momentum in the beginning of the 1980s as a reaction to 
both the historical context and a theoretical discussion among the scholars of IR. During the First 
World War, the Second World War, and the Cold War, neo-realism had thrived as the primary 
theory within IR. But when the Cold War ended, neo-realism failed to come up with an 
explanation as to why. Furthermore, neo-realism presumed that after the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union other states would try to balance the U.S.’s power on the international scene in order to 
maximise their own security . One might argue that China is currently taking this position, but 
during the 90’s this was not seen as the case. According to social constructivists, the uncertainty 
displayed by neorealist theory is due to them limiting their IR focus on materialism. By focusing 
on idealism a more comprehensive theory of IR can be formulated (Jackson 2006 p.163). 
In social constructivist theory, often just referred to as constructivism, it is not material powers 
but the role of human consciousness that is looked upon. Social constructivist theory is idealistic 
and focuses on human awareness or consciousness and its place in explaining state’s behaviour, 
contrary to many international relations theories, that are materialist - especially neo-realism. 
Materialist theory focuses on how the distribution of material power, e.g. military forces and 
economic capabilities, defines the balance of power between states and uses this to explain the 
behaviour of said states. (Jackson & Sorensen, 2006, p. 162) Social constructivists argue that the 
world of international relations is not a physical or material object that is outside human 
consciousness. 
Alexander Wendt states in the book Social Theory of International Politics that: 
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“Students of international politics have increasingly accepted two basic tenets of 
‘constructivism’: (1) that the structures of human association are determined primarily 
by shared ideas rather than material forces, and (2) that the identities and interests of 
purposive actors are constructed by these shared ideas rather than given by nature." 
(1999, p. 1) 
The social world is not a physical or material object that is outside human consciousness. The 
social world cannot be described as something that is 'out there' like the solar system because it is 
not an autonomous object that exists on its own. The social world is not part of nature and there 
are no natural laws controlling it. Thus, reality only exists to the extent that the individuals 
inhabiting the reality define it. This means that the only reality that has meaning and thus the one 
which can be understood is the socially created reality (Bryman, 2012). 
Social constructivist theory argues that an international system is invented through human 
interaction and is made up of ideas. This means that if the ideas that constitute the international 
system changes, then the international system itself changes. With this having been said, the 
social world is not strictly a world of ideas. It is also, in part, constructed of physical entities 
(Jackson & Sorensen, 2006, p. 165). However, it is the thoughts and ideas that people have in 
regards to those entities that are the most important to social constructivism. Thus, it is important 
to understand the way in which the agent(s) in question understand their reality in order to be 
able to examine it - put differently, in order to research the agents behaviour the researcher must 
look at the world the same way as the agent. An example given by Jackson and Sorensen (2006) 
is that of the international system of security and defence. This system consists of many physical 
entities such as territories and weapons, but it is what people understand and imagine in regards 
to these physical entities that is the most important. Thus, there is a physical element in 
constructivist thinking, but it is secondary to the human-thought element, which gives the 
physical element its meaning (ibid.). Alexander Wendt (1995 p.73) also says that social 
constructivists state that material resources only acquire meaning through shared knowledge and 
gives the example that 500 British nuclear weapons are much less threatening to the United 
States compared to five North Korean nuclear weapons. This social deviation from physical 
values, i.e. a materialist would count and say that there was a higher number of British nukes but 
the Americans still feels more threatened by the lower physical number, is caused because 
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hostility and friendship are social constructs of shared understanding, and that since the 
Americans are friendly with the British but not with the North Koreans, a higher social ‘threat 
value’ are put upon the North Korean nukes. However, according to Wendt, social constructivists 
do not claim that ideas are more important than power and interest, but rather that power and 
interest have the effects that they have, because of the ideas that make them up (Jackson, 2006, 
p. 166). 
4.2. Structuration Theory 
Reasoning for looking at Structuration and Agency separately 
The theory of structuration presented by Anthony Giddens categorises structure and agency as 
mutually constitutive and therefore considers them to be inseparable elements (Giddens, 1979, 
1984 cited in Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p.1003). It has been considered a success for the 
sociological theory aspect of agency. Enabling a form of empirical research that takes into 
account the differing effects these elements have on each other. However, with this view has 
come the tendency to see structure as something so closely intertwined with every aspect of the 
theory, that it is impossible to examine the constituent components (agency and structure) 
separately. Margaret Archer terms this: ‘fallacy of central conflation’. She argues that the 
“degree of changeability or mutability of different actual structures, as well as the variable (and 
changing) ways in which social actors relate to them” (Archer, 1982, 1988 cited in Emirbayer 
and Mische, 1998, p.1003) are eclipsed by the belief that structure and agency cannot be 
separated. 
The authors of What is agency? argue that so long as the “temporal-relation contexts of action, 
influence and shape agency and are (re)shaped by it in turn” (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, 
p.1004), structure will at no point be so deeply intertwined with every aspect of agency that they 
cannot be examined separately and independently of one another. 
 
In the mid 1980’s Anthony Giddens posed his theory of structuration. This has functioned as a 
source of inspirations for the constructivist scholars as a starting point for analysing IR in a less 
fixed manner than that of neo-realism. One of these scholars who has been influenced by 
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Giddens’ structuration theory and have chosen to include it in the agent-structure debate is 
Alexander Wendt (Wendt, 1987). 
Neo-realism and world-system theory represent two approaches to the agent-structure debate. 
Though both claiming to be structural in their approach they vary in their ontological standpoint. 
In neo-realism the agent is considered the primary focus and thereby neo-realism takes an 
individualistic approach to the agent-structure debate. Humans are autonomous agents capable of 
actively deciding upon their course of action. Individuals make choices based on an orientation 
of the behaviour of others. Unlike neo-realism, world-system theory considers structures to be 
primary thereby taking a structuralist approach to the ontological question (Ibid, pp.335-7). 
People act in certain ways due to existing norms. These norms exist in overall patterns (the social 
system or structure of the society in question) which results in a pattern of human actions. Social 
facts exist as real and external forces constraining and defining the behaviour of individuals. 
Social facts are “collective habits find[ing] expression in definite forms [like] legal rules, moral 
obligations, popular proverbs, social conventions, etc” (Tan, n.d. p.39). 
Wendt (1987) argues that they are both mistaken and creates his input to the agent-structure 
debate by looking at what he characterizes as neo-realism and world-system theory’s common 
flaw. By choosing to make either agent or structure primitive “an inability to explain the 
properties and causal powers of their primary units of analysis” is created (Wendt, 1987 p.337). 
His solution is to make both agents and structures central to the ontological approach thereby 
combining the holistic and individualistic point of view in structurationism. 
Wendt argues that two central points underlie the notion of the agent-structure debate. First he 
argues that:  
“human beings and their organizations are purposeful actors whose actions help 
reproduce or transform the society in which they live” (Ibid., p.338) and secondly 
“society is made up of social relationships, which structure the interactions between 
these purposeful actors.” (Ibid, p.338).  
From this we can see that agents help construct the society in which they live through purposeful 
actions and this society influences the actions of the agents. This means, argues Wendt (Ibid, 
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p.139), that you have to look at agents and structures as interdependent entities in order to fully 
understand how they function. So by looking at the agency of the agents in Syria and Libya an 
understanding of an international societal structure might be gained. 
Wendt’s structuration theory functions more as a meta-theoretical framework than a substantive 
theory. Structuration theory does not predefine particular agents and structures in given social 
systems. It is a conceptual framework that enables the analysis of which entities are present in 
the social world and how they are related. In structuration theory, states are related internally, 
meaning that one cannot exist without its part in the global structure (Ibid, p.355-7). 
The basic assumption of structuration is that structures constrain agents, but structures can 
meanwhile be transformed by agents through a change in the way agents think of the structures. 
Structuration is an intersubjective understanding of structures and agents (Jackson and Sørensen, 
2006, p.163). According to structuration theory, agency and structure are mutually constitutive 
elements. Agency is shaped and constrained by structures which in return are reshaped by 
agency. Agents are bound by multiple structures simultaneously such as historical, institutional 
and interpersonal structures. As the contexts change the dimensions within agency to which the 
actions belong might change as well. Agency focused towards the past, the iterational dimension, 
can be said to reproduce structures in the sense that the iterational dimension is focused upon 
applying past experiences to a situation and thereby strengthening an already existing structure. 
Agency characterized by the practical-evaluative and projective dimension on the other hand can 
introduce change to the structures within which they are found. (Emirbayer, 1998, p.1003-11) By 
looking at the results from the analysis of agency and discourses it will be possible to examine if 
there has been a change to the way the agents analysed in this project think of the structures on 
the international scene. 
4.3. Agency 
Introducing Agency   
Since its beginning agency has become a source of increasing frustration in the field of social 
thought. It has been defended, attacked and disassembled by various theorists and theories, and 
through it all a concrete, agreed upon, definition has yet to be found (ibid p. 962). The simplest 
way to describe agency is the process an individual undergoes when deciding upon an 
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appropriate reaction in any given situation. It is the ability of an individual to act independently 
and affirm the capacity of human beings to shape the circumstances in which they live (ibid pp. 
964-965). Whether this is walking, talking or even fighting they are all choices that the 
individual decided to perform and therefore the final form of agency. 
Agency in turn is carried out by the ‘agent’, this label is given to the individual, or collective 
body of individuals working together, that create the action. During the analysis the various 
states involved are considered agents. This assumption is endorsed by Wendt who states that “the 
state is an agent, a move which can be justified in part because the organising principles of the 
state system constitute states as individual choice-making units which are responsible for their 
actions.” (Wendt, 1987, p.339)   
When agency is displayed it is influenced by one of three dimensions: iteration, practical-
evaluation or projection (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 962). Each of these three dimensions is 
composed of three sub-categories that are related to a particular dimension and all have a 
different method of influencing which action the agent chooses, relative to the particular 
dimension they are categorised under (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 964). Only one of the 
three dimensions mentioned, however, is dominant at any given time, which means at that point 
in time this dimension exudes the greatest impact on the outcome of the agency compared to the 
other two dimensions. Which dimension is dominant is different for every agent, it is dependent 
upon numerous variables such as the agent and the specific circumstances they find themselves 
in (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 964). Yet, the other two dimensions which are submissive to 
the dominant one at the time do also manifest themselves in the form of secondary tones. For 
example, if the future dimension was dominant the past and present dimension would still have 
an influence, but as secondary tones. This manifestation takes the form of two extra sub-
categories for each dimension that combine the dominant dimension with the two other 
submissive dimensions. 
In the reading What is Agency the authors Mustafa Emirbayer and Ann Mische delve deeper into 
the various components of agency. They define the concept as as: 
“A temporally embedded process of social engagement, informed by the past (in its ‘iterational’ 
or habitual aspect) but also oriented toward the future (as a ‘projective’ capacity to imagine 
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alternative possibilities) and toward the present (as a ‘practical-evaluative’ capacity to 
contextualise past habits and future projects within the contingencies of the moment).” (ibid, p. 
962) 
The Projective Dimension (Future) 
The future or projective dimension refers to “the imaginative generation by actors of possible 
future trajectories of action, in which received structures of thought and action may be creatively 
reconfigured in relation to actors hopes, fears, and desires for the future” (ibid, p. 971). This 
category argues that agency is not solely the continual repetition of past routines by the human 
agent, but that human agents are also capable of inventing new possibilities for thought and 
action. The authors of What is Agency believe an imaginative engagement concerning the future, 
is also a crucial component of agent if success is to be achieved (ibid, p. 984). This 
reconstruction of responses is obtained by what Mead coins as distance experience. Whereby an 
agent has the capacity to distance itself from the schemas, habits and and traditions that constrain 
social identities and institutions. Subsequently updating traditional responses to align with 
constantly evolving desires and aspirations (Meads, 1932 cited in  Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, 
p. 984). According to What is Agency when an agent distances itself from reality, he/she is 
“immersed in a temporal flow” (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 984). Moving beyond 
themselves into a self constructed future which displays changing images of where they think 
they are going, where they want to go, and how they can get there from their current position in 
the present (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 984). 
A point that should be stressed is that the new responses generated through projectivity, and the 
consequences that occur from them, are not necessarily more desirable than the ‘original’ 
responses or they may not have the predicted consequences (ibid, 1998, p. 985). 
As previously mentioned all three dimensions related to agency are composed of three sub-
categories. The three categories related to the future or projective dimension are: 1. Narrative 
Construction, 2. Symbolic Recomposition and 3. Hypothetical Resolution. The two submissive 
dimensions, in this case past and present, manifest themselves as secondary tones. The past 
through a retrospective-prospective process called anticipatory identification: “Where possible 
trajectories are located against a backdrop of prior typifications from experience” (ibid, p. 988). 
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The present through experimentation: “where alternative courses of action are tentatively 
enacted in response to currently emerging situations” (ibid, 1998, p. 988). 
The Three Categories 
The first category mentioned, narrative construction, establishes narratives for an agent as a 
result of that individual's culture, the stories and moral ideas that they are brought up with. This 
background is present in all social groups but what stories and values preached tend to be 
different for each group (ibid, 1998, p. 989). Yet for every agent this creation of narratives 
provides ‘maps of action’ that creates different goals and aims throughout the different stages of 
time. These narratives can also be used to formulate new reactions due to the metaphoric 
structure (ibid, p. 989). In this sense the message you receive from the story can be applied to 
various situations. Since a state is also considered an agent it is important to understand that 
these also have a narrative, built up through the past events that have occurred within that region 
and the values established through these events (ibid, p,989). 
The second category, symbolic recomposition, is a process whereby the agent uses the 
imagination in order to disassemble various situations and actions, and then bring them back 
together again but in new, altered combinations. Paul Ricoeur describes this use of the 
imagination as the “free play of possibilities in a state of non-involvement with respect to the 
world of perception or of action” (Paul Ricoeur, 1991 cited in Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 
989). During the process, agents will, at will, playout differing means-ends sequences, 
experimenting with various actions and consequences and as a result expand their own repertoire 
of responses in the corresponding situations. This method is not restricted to an individual agent, 
it can also be combined with other agents to form responses that can be enacted by the group as a 
singular agent. An area which Melucci also elaborated on “[the] joint projections of action 
scenarios provide communicative bases for the formulation of new strategies for collective 
action” (Melucci, 1989 cited in Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 990). For example, the UN 
Security Council debating and deciding upon certain strategies as well as the consequences that 
may come to pass as a result, is an illustration of symbolic recomposition between a number of 
people. 
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The final category, hypothetical resolution, occurs when the agent i faced with varying choices 
of action and the challenge of choosing the response that will satisfy their moral, practical and 
emotional elements the best (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 990). Typically whatever 
constitutes these elements changes throughout time. For example, when young, an individual’s 
aims and goals may be to become an astronaut when they grow up yet they tend not to achieve 
this, not necessarily because they they did not have the capacity to become an astronaut but 
because as they grow ambitions and goals change to something else. Often an individual will try 
and satisfy several goals simultaneously. Effectively hitting two birds with one stone. For 
example, when choosing a career an agent tends to try and address their desire for several 
different factors, such as material objects i.e. a house, money, a car, but at the same time also try 
and satisfy their own creative expression (ibid, p. 990). 
Secondary Tones 
The experimental enactment category is the secondary tone displayed by the present dimension, 
this dimension is situated between the individuals imagination and action and therefore also 
between the future and present, combining the two. When the agent, through imagination, has 
examined different situations and identified new methods of action and concluded with a set of 
consequences believed to transpire as a result, these new responses are tentatively put to the test 
in social interaction (ibid, p. 990). Psychologist Erik Erikson defines this process as role 
experimentation. It is a process particularly noticeable in adolescents, as they try and test various 
identities before finding a particular one that they will exhibit on a regular basis (Erik Erikson, 
1968 cited in Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 990).   
Anticipatory Identification displays the past dimension in combination with the future as it 
focuses on the agents ability to comprehend the constantly shifting structure of future 
possibilities regarding agency due to his/her past experiences. It is based upon the agent 
recognising specific patterns and the possible developments that may consequently occur as a 
result. This identification of patterns is possible because of past experiences and the likelihood 
that the agent has been in a similar situation before. Due to this the agent is able to anticipate the 
reaction of another agent while choosing a response to the given situation and therefore choose 
the desired one (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 989). Schultz terms this the recognition of 
patterns, leading to the anticipation of a specific outcome, occurs through a retrospective-
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prospective process with ones prior stock of knowledge (Schultz, 1967 cited in Emirbayer and 
Mische, 1998, p. 989). This knowledge gained through past experience is composed of 
typifications, repertoires and social narratives. From this the important role that past experiences 
have upon the agents ability to identify and anticipate future possibilities of action can be seen. 
This form of response identification regarding agency is also used to “identify morally and 
practically appropriate courses of action” (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 989). 
The Practical-evaluative Dimension (Present) 
The practical evaluative or present dimension of agency is the exercise of situationally based 
judgement, the ability that the agent has to respond to a situation immediately. It is the area 
which responds to the present, and the constantly shifting variables and demands that occur in 
this dimension. Often an agent faces uncertainty and conflict in situations, which can lead to 
unintended consequences from a particular response due to unforeseen variables. Due to this an 
agent must be prepared to adapt a current strategy or direction. As Taylor says “there is, as it 
were, a crucial ‘phronetic gap’ between the formula and its enactment” (Taylor, 1993 cited in 
Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 994). 
In correspondence with the other dimensions practical evaluation is composed of three primary 
categories: 1. Problematization, 2. Decision and 3. Execution and two secondary tone categories 
representing the past and the future. The past through characterisation: as the name indicates this 
is the “characterisation of a given situation against the background of past patterns of 
experience” (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 997). The future through deliberation: which is the 
“deliberation over possible trajectories of action, in which actors consider alternative 
hypothetical scenarios by critically evaluating the consequences of implementing these within 
real world situations” (ibid, pp. 997-998). 
The Three Categories 
Problematization, the first component of practical evaluation, is based on the agent recognising 
that the particular situation occurring is in someway “ambiguous, unsettled, or unresolved” (ibid, 
p. 998). 
Dewey terms this recognition of a problem as the object incompleteness of situations. He states 
that: “this incompleteness is not psychical. Something is ‘there’, but what is there does not 
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constitute the entire objective situation…. The logical implication is that of a subject-matter as 
yet unterminated, unfinished, or not wholly given” (Dewey, 1985 in Emirbayer and Mische, 
1998, p.998). The implications behind this recognition of problems is the agent realising that 
something must be done. The agent must execute a specific action in order to remove this 
situation that is considered a problem. (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 998).     
Decision is the resolution to act “here and now in a particular way”. It is the direction of action 
that the individual takes within the present circumstances, not the act itself (ibid, p. 999). The 
author of What is Agency stresses the fact that decision need not be unambiguous and fixed, but 
can be flexible and opportunistic. Choices of action can be derived from adjustments to changing 
contingencies and feedback derived from the present situation but it can also be the result of 
explicit reasoning (ibid, p. 999). 
Aristotle defines execution as the capacity “to do the things that tend towards the mark that we 
have set before ourselves” (Aristotle, 1985 cited in Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 999). To this 
extent it is the actions we exhibit in order to achieve a certain result, ideally an agent should 
know what needs to be done as well as which the most suitable schemas to pick for the situation 
are. Aristotle goes on to say that an agent should be able to respond “at the right times, with 
reference to the right objects, toward the right people, with the right aim, and in the right way, is 
what is appropriate and best, and this [is what] is characteristic of excellence” (ibid, p. 999). 
Another side of execution is the choice of action which in some cases may not be the happy 
resolution but instead the lesser of two evils, execution at times requires the sacrifice of one 
thing in order to achieve another (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 1000). For example, if you 
want to be a professional athlete it requires full dedication which means although you would like 
to have a good social life and be with your friends you have to train instead. 
Secondary Tones 
Concerning the practical evaluative dimension deliberation is the category displaying the future 
dimension. In this category the individual weighs the information that he/she is receiving from 
the present situation, against a larger number of possibilities and aspirations for the future. This 
is not merely an adjustment of habitual action toward a specific situation but the agent actively 
considering different responses based on his/her current goals (ibid, pp. 998-999). For example, 
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an individual’s usual response toward his class teacher, when asking a question, even if he knew 
the question, may be to say ‘I don’t know’ and act with indifferent in class. However, if he/she 
wants the teacher to perceive him/her as a hard working student then the individual might begin 
to have an active participation in class and frequently answer questions. This would not be an 
adaptation of a response but instead a completely different response based on a change in future 
goals. Deliberation is “a search for the proper course of action to follow under ambiguous 
circumstances” (ibid, p. 999). 
There is also an emotional factor to be considered surrounding deliberation. Nussbaum says that 
it stands “on the borderline between the intellectual and the passional, partaking of both 
natures: it can be described as either desiderative deliberation or deliberative desire” 
(Nussbaum, 1986 cited in Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 999). 
Although the practical-evaluative dimension is also influenced by the past dimension when 
analysis was carried out on the agent, Gaddafi, who was exhibiting the present dimension this 
particular category proved irrelevant in his case. The reason behind this is that Gaddafi did not 
have past experiences relevant to the situations which he faced. This meant that he had not 
developed any schemas or responses which would aid and guide him when choosing a response. 
The Iteration Dimension (Past) 
The past dimension of agency, which can also be referred to as iteration, “refers to the selective 
reactivation by actors of past patterns of thought and action, as routinely incorporated in 
practical activity” (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 971). This section of agency is based on how 
actors “selectively recognise, locate, and implement schemas” (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 
975) during interaction. In this way iteration is based upon the influence that individual’s 
memories and experience have on their agency or choice of action in a situation (Emirbayer and 
Mische, 1998, p. 975). The past dimension will, however, not be used in the analysis of this 
project. The reason behind this is that the two other dimensions, projective and practical-
evaluative, are more applicable to the various agents than the iterational dimension. Due to the 
fact that this dimension is not used we will also refrain from providing a detailed description of 
it. 
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5. Analysis 
 
5.1. Working Question 1 
Which discourses are utilised by Russia and the United States in the situation in Libya and Syria, 
respectively, and how is this evident in the United Nations’ resolutions 1973 and 2118?  
5.1.1. Introduction 
When looking at the two cases of Libya and Syria, various agents will be analysed through 
different dimensions. For example, when looking at Gaddafi as the main representative of Libya, 
the practical-evaluative or present dimension will be used. Yet, when looking at the other agents 
within the two cases, the projective or future dimension will be used. The reason behind this 
difference in agency dimensions, when analysing different agents and the decisions they made 
during the different periods, is due to the fact that an agent has a particular dimension that proves 
dominant. Although some of the actors approaches are different, it is still possible to compare the 
different results gathered through the analysis of the various agents. The reason behind this is 
that although the agents are best suited towards a particular dimension, and therefore a different 
process of analysis, for example Libya towards the present and Syria towards the future, the core 
product that the different dimensions analyse is still ‘how’ an agent establishes the decision that 
it does and thereby its agency. To this extent one can compare and contrast our findings from the 
analysis in order to find changes in agency exhibited in Syria compared to Libya. 
5.1.2. Narrative construction 
Narratives are constructed as a result of culture, stories, and moral ideas. This background is 
present in all social arenas but which stories and values that are preached tend to vary from arena 
to arena.  
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Syria - 2 sources of data located in Data 1.2.1 
When looking at the narrative of Syria as an agent, it is essential to look at the political culture of 
the country. Syria is a part of a region that historically has been characterised by conflicts. 
Neighbouring Lebanon, Israel, Turkey, Iraq, and Jordan, Syria is placed within a region 
influenced by internal strife and opposing alliances. From the 1500s and up until 1945 Syria has 
been under foreign influence, first by the Ottoman Empire and later under French mandate, 
which has lead to Syria wanting to handle things internally. The foreign influence contributed to 
a diverse culture but also political instability. From 1945 and up until 1970, Syria experienced 
various coups d’états and military coups. It was not until 1970, when Hafez al-Assad, Bashar al-
Assad’s father, became president that the country experienced political stability. When Hafez al-
Assad died in 2000 Bashar al-Assad took over in his place as Syria’s president. 
Religion has played a central role in the Middle East and has been the catalyst for many disputes, 
conflicts, and wars. The primary religion in the Middle East is Islam. Disputes as to the role of 
Islam in the political life have and is still today basis of a heated discussion, a discussion centred 
around Islamism vs. secularism. In Syria’s post-independence period the emergence of a so 
called ‘modern Muslim state’ was heavily influenced by the secular state model from the West. 
The UN - 1 source of data located in Data 1.2.2 
In 1920, after the First World War the League of Nations (LN) was founded with the purpose of 
maintaining international peace. It never truly succeeded with this goal, though. Not possessing a 
military of its own and burdened by the fact that multiple of the great world powers such as the 
U.S., Germany and the USSR never became a member or ended up leaving the LN it was left 
with limited power. The idea of an intergovernmental organisation that could secure international 
peace and settle disputes continued. During the Second World War a draft for such an 
organisation that would take up the values of the LN was made and on the 26
th
 of June 1945, 50 
countries signed the UN charter. The UN continued many of the ideals of the LN, herein peace, 
social and economic progress. The UN included human rights as a crucial aspect of the role of 
the UN, and every member of the UN has vowed to protect its people and uphold the human 
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rights. Furthermore the UN, through its members has placed a responsibility on the UN to protect 
populations around the world. 
The U.S. - 2 sources of data located in Data 1.2.3 
To understand the reasoning of the liberty ideals of the U.S., one must go back to the rebellion 
against the British. Because of this rebellion ideas of liberty came to play a big role in the self 
perception of the newly founded U.S.. The merchants, that were the prime force behind the 
American revolution and rebelled against the British mercantilist system, saw free trade as 
essential to political freedom and self-determination. Ideals that also later shaped the constitution 
of the country, stating ideals such as “We the People of the United States...promote the general 
Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty” as founding principles. This Liberty ideal later 
drove the idea of an American providential mission, reforming other countries to the ideal free 
country that the U.S. was seen as, again shaping U.S. foreign policy for 300 years. American 
isolationism was concluded impossible as world politics increasingly became seen as an 
interconnected system. The justification for intervention in the rest of the world was shaped by a 
new idea of a need for securing a balance of the ideological conflict of the cold war as well as a 
need to secure the new American economic interest abroad. During the Cold War, this 
ideological side of foreign policy became, starting with the marshal aid, an idea that the U.S. 
should and could export their values of liberty coupled with their notion of freedom into the rest 
of the world. 
Russia - 2 sources of data amount of sources located in Data 1.2.4 
Russian modern foreign policy has its origin in the post Cold War period. This period was 
characterised by an increasing Russian disappointment in the failure of being included in the 
West. During a party meeting in 1928 Stalin put forth some claims that can be characterised as 
some of the foundations behind Russia’s foreign policy. Two of the points that is made describes 
how Russia’s foreign policy should struggle to prevent new imperialist wars and interventionist 
tendencies of Great Britain. The U.S. can be said to have replaced Great Britain in this case. 
Furthermore, Russian foreign policy is characterized by Russia being a formerly geo-political 
entity trying to adapt to a unipolar world, by becoming an independent variable, as a response to 
the US’ ‘arrogance of power’. 
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5.1.3. Libya 
4 sources of data located in Data 1.3.1 
Through problematization, the events surrounding the 15
th
 16
th
 of February 2011 are the first 
situation in the Libyan case whereby Gaddafi established a situation as problematic. The 
problematic situation identified were the riots sparked as a result of the arrest made on human 
activist Fethi Tarbel, during the arab spring. Hundreds of demonstrators took to the streets of 
Benghazi in order to protest against his arrest. Upon identifying this problematic situation, 
Gaddafi had to make a decision about what particular way to act. The categories ‘decision’ and 
‘execution’ within the practical evaluative agency dimension are used to formulate and apply his 
decision. Through decision Gaddafi decides what particular way he will act in order to resolve 
the problem, whether it be through a diplomatic, violent, or financial form for example. In this 
case it proved to be through the use of force. The decision to utilise force as a resolution to the 
situation was accomplished through execution, using the Libyan militia and police force in order 
to try and quell the uprising. However, the consequences that occurred proved the extent to 
which Gaddafi’s choice of agency was effective in resolving the situation. During the 17th, 18th, 
and 19.th of February the consequences of his actions manifested themselves in an increase in 
the number and intensity of riots. Thousands of protesters took to the streets where riots erupted 
not only in Benghazi but also, according to witnesses, in cities across the country. 
Due to the identification of this new, exacerbated, problematic situation, Gaddafi again displayed 
use of the practical evaluation dimension. The new response executed displayed an adaptation in 
accordance to the new variables of the situation, and this slight adaptation in regard to the 
direction of action took the form of increased violence and force in an attempt to quell the 
uprising. His actions led to physical attacks on protesters and, as human rights watch reports, the 
death of 84 people by the 19
th
 with the number of injured even higher. However, Gaddafi also 
displayed an opportunistic form of action, which is an aspect of decision, by showing images of 
men chanting pro-Gaddafi slogans, waving flags and singing around the Libyan leader’s 
limousine as it creeps through Tripoli on Libyan state television. This shows an immediate 
response to the increase in riots, an attempt to create the idea that ‘everything is fine’ across the 
country and prevent more riots from erupting. It can be presumed that Gaddafi’s actions did not 
lead to the consequences he desired. The noted increase in violence only led to greater clashes 
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between pro- and anti-Gaddafi forces and it would seem that the TV display did little or nothing 
to help stop this. In fact, on the 20
th
 of February, sources say that rebels had taken over the city 
of Benghazi and much of Tripoli. Furthermore, the following day, Libyan newspaper Quryna 
reported that the country's justice minister had resigned in protest of what he called a “bloody 
situation and excessive use of force” displayed by security forces against protesters. Yet again 
Gaddafi displayed the present dimension, as he immediately, on the 22
nd
 of February, in response 
to the past couple of days and a rumour circulating that he had fled the country, appeared on 
television in order to address these events. He vowed he will never leave Libya, publicly stating 
that he “will die as a martyr at the end”. Such a decision could have had various reasons behind 
it, the most likely of these is in order to establish that despite slight adaptations in response to 
different situation, his overall direction of action remained focused towards finding a resolution 
through the use of force. However, regardless of the intended consequences, this act only served 
to instigate a response from the UN Security Council, who released a statement saying it 
“condemned the violence and use of force against the civilians, deplored the repression against 
peaceful demonstrators and expressed deep regret at the deaths of hundreds of civilians”. This 
comment on behalf of the UN was when they first became involved in the Libyan civil war. As is 
explained in the narrative above, it is founded on the principles of preventing war, protecting 
populations around the world, and in particular upholding human rights. These principles that the 
UN charged itself with upholding are a major reason for their self-proclaimed ‘right’ to 
interference at this point in Libya, and major influencing factors behind their decisions 
throughout the Libyan case, as a primary goal was to uphold and enforce these principles. 
Leading up to this, Gaddafi had already broken these principles, as he utilised excessive force 
against his own people, causing the death of a number of civilians. 
The original statement by the United Nations Council on the 22
nd
 of February was followed by a 
number of military events within Libya and political decisions within the UN. For example, on 
the 25
th
 current President of the U.S. Barack Obama signed an executive order, freezing 
Gaddafi’s assets within the U.S.. This executive order proved to be the first of many as the U.S. 
developed a more aggressive attitude towards military intervention within Libya as the situation 
exacerbated. The next day several events also occurred. The UN Security Council imposed 
sanctions against Libya, including an arms embargo, asset freeze, and travel ban for Gaddafi and 
his associates. At the same time it also refers Gaddafi to the International Criminal Court for 
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alleged crimes against humanity. As established, the UN Security Council exhibits the future 
dimension of agency and the categories that constitute it when forming these decisions. Narrative 
construction is constantly influencing responses due to the fact that it continually reproduces the 
goals and aspirations of an agent. Therefore, it is always an influential factor when decisions are 
formulated by the UN. However, when choosing a course of action, the UN also used symbolic 
recomposition in order to construct various possible situations that all required different 
execution and had a different sets of consequences. For example, there would likely have been 
various other scenarios considered than just implementing the sanctions, such as sending in 
military force or a completely different direction such as opting for a diplomatic solution. From 
this set of hypothetical responses gained through disassembling and reassembling situations the 
UN Security Council chose the response it believed most effective. A feat accomplished through 
hypothetical resolution, whereby the UN chose to impose the sanction on Libya. This response 
was most likely chosen because it satisfied a number of the UN’s primary elements 
simultaneously. It not only ensured that Gaddafi’s power was limited by removing a vast amount 
of financial asset that was previously at his disposal, but it also prevented him from buying 
weapons which meant he only had a finite amount. Anticipatory identification, is also relevant in 
regards to the UN as it was able to formulate the suitable responses exhibited, since it could 
confidently predict his response as a result of past experiences gained through previous cases 
where the UN had to deal with a similar situation. The same day as the sanctions are placed on 
Libya, the opposition movement announced that it had chosen a leader, namely the former 
Justice Minister Mustafa Abdul Jalil. 
On the 10
th
 of March when Gaddafi’s loyal forces bombed the oil town of Brega, France also 
recognised the Libyan National Council, the rebel body fighting to oust Gaddafi, as the 
legitimate representative of the Libyan people, being the first country to do so. Gaddafi clearly 
identified this as a problem and exhibits an immediate response. On March the 11
th
 he suspends 
diplomatic relations with France, a clear response to their recognition of the Libyan National 
Council. This decision is not derived from previous experience nor is it likely that he would have 
constructed a response for this through the future dimension; instead he adapts his response to 
the situation. Shortly following this, on the 17
th
 of March, the UN Security Council voted to 
impose a no-fly zone over Libya and take “all necessary measures” to protect civilians. The 
UN’s fundamental principles were evident once again, through Narrative construction, as it 
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established the no-fly zone preventing Gaddafi from killing more civilians within Libya by using 
of the country's air force. The use of hypothetical resolution is also particularly apparent in this 
case as the UN was able to choose a situation, constructed through symbolic recomposition, that 
satisfied more than one element through the establishment of the no-fly zone. Not only does it 
protect Libyan civilians but it creates a situation where its own air force has entry to Libya which 
not only means that they have forces within Libya but it also allowed for humanitarian aid to be 
brought into Libya. The decision to establish the no-fly zone was particularly backed and 
invested in by the U.S.. They proved to be one of the major agents upholding the no-fly zone 
providing more than 110 tomahawk missiles in combination with Britain as well as mobilising 
both submarines and jet fighters in order to enforce the no-fly zone. This aggressive approach is 
in line with their narrative, as they advocate whatever means necessary in order to aid the 
population of Libya. As stated in the narrative, they feel it is their obligation to aid a people such 
as the Libyans whom they considered oppressed. Therefore, by actively participating in the 
enforcement of the no-fly zone they chose a situation where they are able to adopt a more 
influential role within Libya. Establishing a situation where they became more involved which 
effectively satisfies various elements, such as their own belief that everyone should be free and 
therefore their self-imposed obligation to liberate an oppressed people. Yet, also to ensure 
international and national security. 
The day before this vote, forces loyal to Gaddafi had gathered near the rebel-held Benghazi, and 
according to his son, Saif al-Islam, “everything will be over in 48 hours”, effectively resolving 
the problematic situation. Despite the news that a no-fly zone had been imposed over Libya, 
Gaddafi’s direction of action remained unchanged, and on the 19th of March his forces advance 
on Benghazi. However, they were quickly halted by the first air strikes of the no-fly zone 
imposed by the UN, and this ability to halt Gaddafi forces through air strikes once again shows 
the effectiveness of the UN’s choice to establish a no-fly zone. When examining Gaddafi’s 
decision to advance on Benghazi, a component of the execution category of the present 
dimension should be taken into consideration. This component takes into account that in some 
cases an agent realises that not every problematic situation identified can be resolved through a 
decision that does not bare some negative consequences. For example, in this case, if Gaddafi 
had decided to alter his response due to the newly introduced variable of the no-fly zone over 
Libya, and had not advanced on Benghazi, he would have protected his forces from a potential 
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airstrike. However, the problematic situation facing him regarding the rebels would still be 
unresolved and he would remain under threat from an uprising within Libya. Yet, if he advanced 
in order to quell the uprising, as we saw, then the possibility of an air strike on his forces due to 
the newly established no-fly zone was present. To this extent Gaddafi chose the response that he 
believed was the ‘lesser of two evils’. 
A few days later Gaddafi holds a public speech in which he states; “we will not surrender”. He 
goes on to say that this is an “assault…by a bunch of fascists who will end up in the dustbin of 
history”. This speech on the 22nd of March is followed by an increase in military force on 
Gaddafi’s part. On the 23rd Government forces shelled the rebel-held town of Misrata, killing 
dozens. The next few days they also attack other towns and manage to re-enter Misrata. Yet 
despite all this, Gaddafi is unable to prevent rebel forces from capturing the strategic town of 
Ajdabiyah with the help of foreign warplanes. From here here the rebels advanced drawing 
nearer to Tripoli and the Libyan leader's hometown, Sirtea. 
After this sequence of events, whereby the rebels managed to advance and take control of a 
number of cities with the help of Western forces, Gaddafi identified the presence of the West as a 
problematic situation. Through this understanding, Gaddafi also realised that he must try and 
resolve the problem, yet he cannot remove their presence in Libya through force. Therefore, his 
direction of action changes in order to find a resolution through verbal interaction. For example, 
on the 6
th
 of April, Gaddafi urged President Obama to end the NATO bombing of his war-torn 
country by making an appeal in a letter to the American president. Gaddafi asked Obama to stop 
what he called the “unjust war against a small people of a developing country”, adding that those 
in the opposition are terrorists and members of al Qaeda. He attempted a similar tactic on the 29
th
 
of that month, this time he urged NATO to negotiate an end to air strikes, accusing the 
international coalition of killing civilians and destroying the nation’s infrastructure in a bid to 
take over its oil production. These attempts to resolve the problem that Gaddafi faced through the 
West’s presence had no success, as NATO launched a missile attack on a house, owned by 
Gaddafi, in Tripoli on the 30
th, a day after his appeal. The attack killed one of Gaddafi’s sons, 
Saif al-Arab Gaddafi, and several of his grandsons.  
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After these events, Gaddafi’s efforts to remove the Western presence stops entirely. His 
responses toward events within Libya also began to decrease as pressure from the rebels and 
western forces increased and a greater focus was shifted towards his own survival. However, all 
his responses up until this point, and the few that follow this, have all clearly been characterised 
by his unchanging use of force in order to try and resolve the original problematic situation and 
any variations of it that may have occurred since then. This enduring frame of mind is not 
usually exhibited by an agent as one would usually adapt his/her response more drastically, if not 
entirely, yet Gaddafi merely exhibits more extreme responses through this trait. However, from 
the evidence gathered, this unusual decision to constantly try and use force as the resolution has 
been attributed to a shift in Gaddafi’s attitude. When his responses did not produce the desired 
effects but instead generated an increasing amount of negative consequences Gaddafi exhibits a 
shift from wanting to ensure state survival and security to wanting to ensure his own survival and 
maintain his own position in power. This change in attitude is most likely a gradual shift 
however, a point believed to be pivotal is when countries within the UN begin to recognise the 
National Transitional Council as the representatives of Libya. This is considered crucial as it 
means that even if Gaddafi consents to a diplomatic agreement he still faces the possibility of 
being removed from power. Therefore, it is highly likely that Gaddafi felt the only option is to 
try and find a resolution through force as this would remove the National Transitional Council. 
As the dispute between the rebels and Gaddafi continued, more and more countries began to 
recognize the National Transitional Council, in opposition to Gaddafi, as Libya’s legitimate 
representative. On the 27
th
 of June, the International Criminal Court issued an arrest warrant for 
Gaddafi, his son Saif al-Islam Gaddafi, and his brother-in-law Abdyllah al-Sanussi. The warrants 
are “for crimes against humanity”, including murder and persecution, “allegedly committed 
across Libya”. By the 20th of August the Libyan rebels had taken their fight inside Tripoli, where 
Gaddafi resided, and on the 22
nd
, although the government was still technically in control of the 
capital, intense clashes raged across Tripoli and the rebels said they have detained three of 
Gaddafi’s sons. On the 23rd the Libyan rebels launch a massive offensive operation on Gaddafi’s 
compound. Rebel fighters mount an attack backed by captured tanks on the compound, in the 
centre of the capital. By the end of the day the compound and the city is taken, however, Gaddafi 
is yet to be found. Between this time and the 20
th
 of October, when it is reported he has died after 
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being captured due to wounds he received, very little is heard from Gaddafi other than short 
audio transmissions that still resonate a defiant attitude and refusal to surrender. 
It can be argued that although Gaddafi was the representative of Libya at the beginning of this 
case, towards the end when he was forced to leave Tripoli and flee in order to survive, the 
representative of Libya switches from Gaddafi to the National Transitional Council of the rebels. 
An argument which is further supported by the recognition of the National Transitional Council, 
by several countries such as the United States, Spain and the United Kingdom, as the legitimate 
and sole representative of Libya.   
5.1.4. Syria  
11 sources of data located in Data 1.3.2 
The Syrian uprising began on the 16
th
 of March 2011 as a part of the Arab Spring, when protests 
against the government erupted demanding economic and social reforms along with an end to the 
current government by the Assad family and a lift of the state of emergency that had been in 
place since the beginning of the regime 40 years earlier. The government responded by shooting 
at protesters, killing five people. From a narrative point of view, the Syrian government has used 
the military to maintain political stability in the country. In order for the Syrian government to 
make an estimate of what they wish to gain from the situation and what could stand in their way, 
it will have drawn upon knowledge from past experiences. Through anticipatory identification, 
the Syrian government might have concluded that in order to stay in control the government has 
to tackle this opposition. This leaves the question as to how the situation can be tackled. Through 
symbolic recomposition an examination can be made of how different actions taken by the 
Syrian government would influence the outcome. If the government were to bow to the demands 
of the protesters, and agree to implement social and economic reforms, it would presumably be 
characterised as a defeat of the government. It must be assumed that if the government felt that 
social and economic reforms were in the best interest of Syria, then they would have been 
implemented. If the government were to lift the state of emergency it would diminish the control 
over the country. Hypothetical resolution is used to examine which of the possible trajectories 
would satisfy most of Syria’s goals. Here Assad chose the trajectory of military force in order to 
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suppress the demonstrators. This way the government would not give up any of their goals for 
the country, stay in power, suppress the demonstration, and return stability. 
The choice of trajectory was not successful. The use of military force led to intensified 
demonstrations and condemnations of the government from the UN. In order to appease the 
public, several political prisoners were released and the state of emergency that had been present 
in Syria since 1963 was lifted. President Assad publicly stated that he would begin to “crack 
down on corruption”. The goal of Assad was to stay in power and maintain the security of Syria, 
and furthermore to increase his popularity amongst the public and appease the UN. The UN, 
having it as a goal to prevent conflict and make sure that human rights are being upheld, will use 
peaceful means to secure this. Using anticipatory identification, Assad might assume that, before 
long if nothing changed, the UN would start to interfere with Syria’s affairs. After centuries of 
being under foreign influence, from a narrative point of view, Syria has a strong sense of 
sovereignty and independence. They do not wish for any country to interfere unless it is in 
cooperation with Syria. This narrative is confirmed by Assad in his speech to the public on the 
6
th
 of January 2013, as he states that “...any initiative proposed by any party, figure or country 
must be based on the Syrian vision; meaning that no initiative can replace what we view as a 
solution to the crisis in Syria.” If Assad chose to continue the violent handling of the 
demonstrations it would most likely result in foreign interference. By choosing a more 
diplomatic approach, Assad might secure to avoid foreign interference and keep the handling of 
the problem within the Syrian borders. There is nothing that forces him to uphold his promise, it 
is merely a statement. Through experimental enactment Assad is testing if this new approach is 
useful before committing to it completely. 
On the 9
th
 of May 2011, EU employed an arms embargo on Syria in order to limit the violence. 
This was followed by a trade embargo by the U.S. on the 18
th
 of May and an oil embargo by the 
EU on the 2
nd
 of September. On the 12
th
 of September 2011, Russian president Dmitry 
Medvedev stated that further sanctioning against Syria would be uncalled for. From the 
perspective of anticipatory identification, Russia sees the demonstrators as terrorists and 
acknowledges Assad’s government as the rightful representative of the Syrian people. From this 
premise it can be assumed that sanctions against the government would make it harder for the 
rightful representative, Assad’s government, to gain control over the crisis. By limiting the 
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government it would aid the terrorists which could then further destabilise the country. Russia 
bases their chosen trajectory upon the notion that Syria was already being ‘squeezed’ and further 
pressure could risk destabilising the country therefore they chose not to agree with further 
sanctioning. 
On the 5
th
 of October, a resolution condemning Syria was presented to the Security Council.  
When the resolution was put to a vote, Russia along with china used their right to veto. Russian 
UN ambassador stated that the proposal was confrontational and did not include an element of 
control on the rebels and their association with extremists. In February 2012, Russia and China 
vetoed a second resolution with the argument that it did not include how to handle attacks from 
an armed opposition with a potential connection to extremists. On the 19
th
 of July, Russia and 
China vetoed yet another resolution, this time focused on placing economic sanctions on the 
Syrian government. By applying their right to veto a resolution, Russia showed their support for 
the Syrian government over the rebels. After the UN intervention in Libya 2011, Russia 
condemned the way military actions had been used and justified by Chapter VII. Using their 
right to veto can be seen as a way for them to prevent that something similar should happen in 
Syria. Russia further criticized Assad for being slow to react to the demands of the opposition. 
Medvedev said that if the current Syrian government cannot resolve the crisis, it should step 
down, though he further said that the issue should still be solved within Syria. 
In October 2012 the UN brokered a ceasefire in Syria during the Eid al-Adha holiday. Seen from 
the perspective of anticipatory identification it can be hard to reach an agreement if the parties 
involved in the conflict are still fighting each other. The UN, being characterised by a narrative 
of international peace and humanitarian aid, has as a goal to help establish peace in Syria. If left 
to itself, the chance was that the conflict would just worsen. Due to this, if the UN were to 
achieve its goal, it would have to interfere in the Syrian crisis. The trajectory the UN chose was 
to help establish a ceasefire with the purpose of then further aiding in the peace process. It failed 
after attacks were carried out by both government and opposition forces. In December 2012 the 
U.S. acknowledged the opposition’s National Coalition as the legitimate representative of the 
Syrian people. This action can be seen as a move to support the rebels in their course for “a free 
and democratic country”. This goal of the National Coalition corresponds well with the narrative 
of the U.S.. By choosing to support the opposition the U.S. might have an opportunity to 
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influence their policy, thereby furthering their own goals, an opportunity that they did not have 
with the Assad government, which characterized the U.S.’s interference as based upon a lie. 
On the 19
th
 of March 2013, an alleged chemical attack on the city of Khan al-Assal was reported. 
Some allegations pointed towards the government and some towards the opposition. These 
allegations were followed by allegations of multiple other attacks. In April 2013, Britain and the 
U.S. demanded that the allegations that the Syrian government forces had used chemical 
weapons should be investigated. Assad declared that UN inspectors were welcome in Syria. On 
September 2013, UN weapon inspectors concluded that chemical weapons had indeed been used 
on several occasions, but that it was not possible to say whether it was used by the government 
or the rebel forces. Russia and the U.S. came together to formulate a resolution on the course of 
action in Syria. On the 27
th
 of September 2013 the UN resolution, which required the destruction 
of Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile, was unanimously adopted in the Security Council. After 
the resolution was adopted, the U.S. stated that if Syria did not abide to the resolution, the U.S. 
would still consider a military intervention even without the backing of the UN. As stated earlier, 
Russia has been skeptic about the way that the Libyan crisis was handled and has shown signs of 
regret in regards to the UN Security Council resolution 1973 which was passed during the 
Libyan crisis. A specific regret that Russia had was the fact that the resolution was passed 
directly under Chapter VII, which can be said to have caused them not to accept another 
resolution like that, as measures under Chapter VII would automatically be imposed in case of 
non-compliance. 
In October 2013 Assad agreed on initiating the destruction of Syria’s chemical weapons. In an 
interview with Rossiya 24, Assad explains that the success of the agreement is dependent upon 
the actions of the U.S.. The U.S. has a history of interfering with the conflicts in the region. In 
the interview Assad even says that it is “the U.S. who seek to inflame a regional war”. He wishes 
for the U.S. to stop interfering in the region and Syria. By tying the success of the chosen 
trajectory to the actions of the U.S., it can be concluded that the sovereignty and the freedom to 
make their own decisions outside of the interference of the U.S. is one of the major goals of 
Syria, which corresponds with the narrative of Syria. From an anticipatory identifications point 
of view it is likely that Assad has drawn parallels from the conflict in Syria to similar conflict, 
for example Iraq. Using symbolic recomposition, Assad may have experimented with various 
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responses such as refusing or accepting the diplomatic terms and imagine the responses that 
could occur as a result of these responses. In choosing which would satisfy most of Syria’s 
needs, Assad chose to go with accepting the terms of the UN resolution. Taking this trajectory 
Assad satisfied not only his primary goal, the survival of Syria, but by preventing an intervention 
he also ensured that he would not be removed from power. As examined above, the trajectory 
found to fulfil most of the moral, practical, and emotional areas was to form an agreement on the 
destruction of Syria’s chemical weapons. Assad can not know at this point whether or not this 
approach will in fact have the intended effect or if the trajectory chosen turns out not being able 
to keep external intervention out of Syria. Through experimental enactment it can be seen that 
Assad does not commit fully to this new course of action. In an interview Assad gives in Rossiya 
24, Assad starts out explaining the new course of direction, more specifically the handover of the 
chemical weapons. Right after, Assad adds that it is by no means sure that Syria will sign the 
documents and then abide to them no matter what. He connects the success of the agreement 
with the actions of the U.S.. By doing this he makes sure that he can back out if the trajectory he 
had decided upon did not have the intended effect. 
5.1.5. Comparison 
The different agents surrounding the cases that have been examined have all been analysed using 
the different dimensional elements exhibited by each agent. In Libya the primary agents studied 
were; Gaddafi as a representative of the Libyan state, the United Nations Security Council, and 
the United States. In the Syrian case the primary agents were: Assad as the representative of the 
Syrian state, the United Nations Security Council, the United States, and Russia. 
Within the Syrian case the agents present from the Libya case displayed the same narratives and 
dimensions of agency. However, the events, responses, and consequences that occurred in Syria 
panned out very differently to Libya. A factor that can be attributed to this change is the slight 
difference in circumstances surrounding the cases. Within the Libyan case each agent had 
defining features that were displayed through their choice of action. In the case of Gaddafi it was 
clear that, through the practical evaluative dimension, he wanted the events unfolding within 
Libya to be kept and resolved within the state. At no point, neither at the beginning when he had 
the superior military force over the rebel uprising within Libya, nor at the end when he was 
under pressure from rebel and Western forces, did he request exterior help from nearby states or 
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from international organisations. This frame of mind is supported by his actions, as was seen 
when the UN and NATO became involved and began to influence the outcome of situations. In 
both cases he attempted to remove their presence from the situation. In the case of Syria, Assad 
displayed similar attitudes towards the handling of the crisis. He as well wished for the crisis to 
be handled internally and without forced intervention from the rest of the world. Though similar 
in this regard, Assad did allow for external interference if it was “based on the Syrian vision” 
which opened up for a diplomatic solution in cooperation with Syria. A stable historical context 
tends to reproduce structures, whereas an unstable historical context can introduce possibilities 
of change. In the case of both Libya and Syria, the opposition have taken advantage of the 
historical instability that the Arab Spring had created in the region and used it as an opportunity 
to try to change the social and institutional structures. As have already been established, this only 
proved successful in one of the cases, this being Libya. Assad managed to navigate his trajectory 
to fit the structures and the unstable historical context and thereby reproduce the institutional 
structure of the Syrian state with only minimal changes.   
When it comes to the role of the UN in the two cases a change is seen as well. In Libya, where it 
was universally known that Gaddafi had, and currently was, breaking the human rights of the 
people within the state, through his use of excessive force, it could not be disputed that measures 
had to be taken in order to prevent this. Therefore, when the vote to establish a no-fly zone was 
put forward, although countries such as Russia abstained, no one voted against. The UN establish 
interventions based on the events that occur within a state, and not what the state wants, and 
therefore his efforts proved ineffective. The UN places a particular emphasis on the needs of the 
people rather than that of the ruling body within a state. For example, when it was indisputably 
clear that Gaddafi was breaking human rights laws by exhibiting extreme force against civilians 
which resulted in casualties, it deemed the situation within Libya in need of intervention. 
However, with the Syrian case, it was unknown who were to blame for breaking the human 
rights agreement through the use of chemical weapons on civilians. There was evidence to 
support both Assad’s claim that it was rebels and the U.S.’s claim that it was Assad himself. 
Since the evidence was disputed, the United Nations was unable to fully justify such an 
intervention as there was no clear evidence that such measures were needed, but also importantly 
because, unlike Gaddafi, Assad was willing to cooperate and accept a diplomatic solution. The 
UN as an organisation is bound by an institutional structure limiting its options of action. The 
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fact that one of the five permanent members of the Security Council can at any point veto a 
resolution constrains the possibility of action significantly. A consequence of this constraint can 
be seen in the case of Syria where Russia and China vetoed three resolutions before agreeing on 
the final one. Furthermore, the UN being constituted of various agents itself, is also influenced in 
their agency by the interpersonal structures of the various member states. It can be said that one 
of the main reasons for the difference in the outcome of the Libyan and Syrian crisis can be 
attributed to interpersonal structure of the agents involved. Had Libya had an ally as Syria had in 
Russia, speaking their case to the international society, things might have looked different for 
Libya.   
A particularly prominent agent within the United Nations was the U.S.. They voted to authorise a 
no-fly zone over Libya and were also one of the countries to help enforce it. From these actions 
it is seen that it follows its narrative, expressing an aggressive attitude in regard to intervention 
and seeing it as an obligation to relieve the people of Libya from the oppression they were 
facing. This trajectory did not change in the case of Syria. Here the U.S. continued their hard line 
approach arguing for strong sanctions against the Syrian government and threatening with 
military intervention. Unlike in the Libyan case, the U.S. did not manage to implement the 
course of trajectory they had argued for since the beginning of the crisis and tried to implement 
through several resolution that were vetoed by Russia. A compromise was found that both the 
U.S. and Russia could agree upon, though the U.S. maintained that a military intervention would 
still be an option if Assad did not comply with the agreement. They further stated that if it came 
to non-compliance and the UN would not back an intervention, the U.S. would be ready to go in 
without UN approval. This being an option shows that the structure of the UN does not 
necessarily constrain the U.S. in the way that it was meant to. If the U.S. was to go around the 
UN, it could further diminish the foundation of the structure that it constituted. 
During the Libyan case, Russia removed itself from the scenario by choosing to abstain when 
faced with choices such as whether or not to establish a no-fly zone over Libya. Although Russia 
did not directly play a large role in the events that unfolded it is important to understand that its 
choice to abstain, instead of using its right to veto within the UN Security Council, meant that 
the U.S. and other UN Security Council Member States were able to get the no-fly zone 
established. An act which led to a number of other situations and responses that may not have 
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occurred otherwise. The presence of Russia in the Syrian case is also a vital difference compared 
to the Libyan one. Since, unlike its decision to abstain from Libyan affairs, Russia not only 
adopted a commanding role but took the side of Assad. This meant that when the option was put 
forward within the UN Security Council, Russia was able to veto the decision and instead 
instigate what led to the establishment of a diplomatic solution between Syria and the UN. 
The differences in the circumstances surrounding Syria meant that although agents such as the 
U.S. continued to follow its narrative, thereby adopting an aggressive approach toward the 
Syrian case and calling for military intervention within Syria, a diplomatic solution was found. 
5.1.6. Part Conclusion 
As mentioned in the beginning this case was examined through agency with the underlying 
assumption that a state wants to survive and become secure. In the case of both Libya and Syria, 
a wish to resolve the crisis within the state was evident. The fact that Assad unlike Gaddafi was 
willing to allow external influence as long as it was in cooperation with Syria, opened up for the 
possibility of a diplomatic solution. Furthermore, Syria managed to navigate successfully 
through the structural constraints present in the historical context. Due to disputed evidence and 
constraints by both institutional and interpersonal structures the UN could not take the same 
approach in Syria as they had in Libya. The U.S. continued their hard line approach from Libya 
in Syria and challenged the structure of the UN by leaving the possibility of an military 
intervention in Syria, even without backing from the UN open. The agency of Russia was 
another significant change between the crisis in Libya and Syria. By vetoing resolutions put forth 
in the UN, and along with the U.S. agreeing on a diplomatic course of action for Syria, Russia 
can be said to have played a vital role in the outcome. 
 
5.2. Working Question 2 
Which discourses are utilised by Russia and the United States in the situation in Libya and Syria, 
respectively, and how is this evident in the United Nations’ resolutions 1973 and 2118? 
The working question will be investigated by using Fairclough’s method for Critical Discourse 
Analysis on the UN resolution on Libya and Syria, as well as on the various comments, 
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speeches, etc. by Russia and the U.S. throughout the Syrian situation. Throughout, the various 
discourses and discursive practices by the U.S. and Russia will be compared. In the end, the 
differences between the discourses and discursive practice in the UN resolution on Libya and 
Syria will be compared. The agents chosen, namely U.S. and Russia, have been selected on the 
basis that they are both members of the security council and played a bigger role in both 
situations. 
Explanations of the discourses used in the analysis: 
‘American exceptionalism’ discourse is used when the user describes a situation from the 
perspective of an American led approach, when reflecting on the ‘exceptional’ qualities of the 
U.S. population. 
‘Dictator’ discourse is used when the user reflects upon the situation from the perspective of a 
specific individual being in charge of a regime oppressing its population 
‘Diplomatic’ discourse is used when the user reflects on the situation from a diplomatic 
perspective and emphasise the benefits and applicability of a diplomatic approach. 
‘Government’ discourse is used when the user sees the situation from the perspective of a 
legitimate government struggling against terrorist organisations or similar. 
‘History’ discourse is used when the user reflects on the situation from a historical perspective, 
reflecting on events of the past and relating them to the current situation. 
‘International Law’ discourse is used when the user reflects on the situation from an 
international stability perspective, emphasising the importance of maintaining and adhering to 
international laws in order to maintain this stability. 
‘Oppressive regime’ discourse is used when the user sees the situation from the perspective of a 
government oppressing the population. 
‘Pro-military’ discourse is used when the user reflects on the situation from a military 
perspective and emphasises the benefits and applicability of a military approach. 
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‘Philanthropic’ discourse is used when the user sees the situation from a humanitarian 
perspective, emphasising the responsibility to help the various people in need in the situation. 
‘Terror’ discourse is used when the user sees the situation from a national and international 
security perspective, reflecting on the possible threat of terrorists and terrorist organisations. 
 
5.2.1. Libya 
5.2.1.1. Clinton Speech  
3 sources of data located in data 2.1.1 
On February 26
th
, 2011, the UN Security Council passed resolution 1970 under article 41 of the 
UN Charter’s Chapter VII, imposing an arms embargo, a travel ban and an assets freeze on the 
family of Colonel Gaddafi and specific government officials. This happened after the violence 
and use of force against civilians in Libya. On February 28
th
, 2011, then Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton attended the UN Human Rights Council in Geneva, to give a speech about the 
situation in Libya. 
In her speech, Clinton states that the Gaddafi government must be held accountable for the 
deaths of the civilians in Libya and that Gaddafi must be removed from power. She speaks about 
how the U.S. “are working with the United Nations, partners, allies, the International 
Committee… and other NGOs to set up a robust humanitarian response to this crisis”. Thus 
Clinton states that the U.S. have backup from International partners, allies and so forth, to set up 
a humanitarian response, and thereby utilising a ‘philanthropic’ discourse. However, she goes on 
to state that “as we move forward on these fronts, we will continue to explore all possible options 
for action” and says that “nothing is off the table as long as the Libyan Government continues to 
threaten and kill Libyans” emphasising that the blame is to be put on the Gaddafi regime and 
saying that the U.S. are keeping their options open, possibly referring to the option of a no-fly 
zone. Here, Clinton showcases the use of a ‘oppressive regime’ discourse as the focus is on how 
the Gaddafi regime oppresses the Libyan people. Additionally, a ‘dictator’ discourse is used, as 
Clinton personifies the oppressive regime as ‘Gaddafi regime’. 
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5.2.1.2. Clinton News Conference and Lavrov Comment  
2 sources of data located in data 2.1.2 
After the speech, Clinton attended a news conference where she talked about Libya and said 
about Gaddafi; “We want the violence to end. If the violence could be ended by his leaving and 
ending the killing of so many people... that might be a good step” and went on to say “But of 
course, we believe accountability has to be obtained for what he has done”. Here, Clinton is 
stating that Gaddafi could step down in order to stop the violence, but that he must be held 
accountable for his actions, again putting the blame on him and his regime. Moreover, Clinton 
showcases the usages of a ‘dictator’ discourse again, as she states the belief that Gaddafi is to be 
held responsible for the actions of the government of Libya. 
At the same conference, the issue of a no-fly zone was brought up. Clinton described it as “an 
option” that the U.S. were “actively considering” and went on to say that she had “discussed it 
today with allies and partners and we will proceed with this active consideration” again stating 
that the U.S. are keeping their options open, this time confirming an option would be a no-fly 
zone over Libya, however only in collaboration with international allies and partners and not as a 
U.S.-only action. Contrary to this, when asked whether a no-fly zone had been discussed in a 
meeting between Clinton and Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov, Lavrov stated “absolutely not. It 
was not mentioned by anyone”. However, a few weeks later, the Russian president barred 
Colonel Gaddafi and his family from Russia and prohibited them from carrying out any financial 
operations in Russia. This can be interpreted as being a potential moment leading to Lavrov 
changing his mind on the issue of a no-fly zone and led to him saying that “Russia would 
consider any proposal that comes before the Security Council”, however noting that Russia 
would want limits to such a resolution. He went on to state that “we need to understand 
specifically what the Arab states want to see”, and therefore shows the use of a ‘philanthropic’ 
discourse, as Lavrov places emphasis on the preferences of the people who are citizens in that 
area and their well-being. Moreover, an ‘international law’ discourse is used as Lavrov 
emphasises the need for adhering to the decision making process of the UN. 
5.2.1.3. UN Security Council Resolution 1973  
2 sources of data located in data 2.1.3 
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Thus, on March 17
th
, 2011, UN Security Council Resolution 1973 was adopted to provide legal 
basis for the aforementioned no-fly zone with an emphasis on human rights and the protection of 
Libyan civilians, which again showcases a usage of the previously mentioned ‘philanthropic’ 
discourse. This also show some intertextuality with the aforementioned speech by Clinton as 
well as the comments made by Lavrov regarding both the emphasis on humanitarian actions and 
on the necessity of a no-fly zone.. The resolution also emphasised that it ‘deplored’ “the failure 
of the Libyan authorities to comply with resolution 1970” stating that the Gaddafi government 
had been non-compliant with the first resolution adopted in the UN Security Council. The 
resolution goes on to state that it is “Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations” and demands “the immediate establishment of a ceasefire and a complete end to 
violence and all attacks against, and abuses of, civilians”. Furthermore, the resolution provided 
an enforcement of the arms embargo from resolution 1970 and as mentioned earlier, put an 
emphasis on the protection of civilians and the implementation of a no-fly zone, banning all 
Libyan military aircraft from flying in Libyan airspace. Lastly, the resolution authorised Member 
States “to take all necessary measures to protect civilians under threat of attack in the country, 
including Benghazi”. It can be said that a no-fly zone standing on its own cannot be considered a 
direct military action or intervention, however, because the resolution was adopted under 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter and directly stated that it ‘authorises’ “Member States… to take 
all necessary measures… to protect civilians and civilian populated areas under threat of 
attack” it had legal basis for the automatic use of force. Therefore, the UN resolution shows a 
usage of a ‘pro-military’ discourse, a belief that military action must, and can, be used in the 
event of non-compliance from the Libyan government in adhering to the restrictions and 
guidelines set by the UN resolution. Thus, on March 19
th
, 2011, the military intervention started 
when a French plane enforced the no-fly zone by firing at a Libyan military target. Gaddafi 
forces continued moving towards the city of Benghazi, which was a clear case of non-
compliance from the regime, allowing the Member States to “protect.. civilian populated areas 
under threat of attack”. 
This showcases that the UN resolution also utilises a ‘dictator’ discourse as well as an 
‘oppressive regime’ discourse, as the situation in Libya is both personified in a specific person, 
namely Gaddafi, as well as stating the belief that it is the Libyan government that is the one to 
blame for the situation. It can be said that the resolution and the intervention was a result of 
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shared understandings, in the words of Social Constructivist theory. The different agents all 
agreed that there was indeed a crisis in Libya and that action was needed in order to stop it, 
creating a common reality. It can also be said that it was a shared understanding that Gaddafi was 
to blame for the crimes committed and therefore also a shared understanding that the action 
should be targeted towards him and his regime. The UN Security Council resolution can thus be 
said to be the result of these shared understandings. Moreover, there can be said to have been an 
alignment between the various orders of discourse (i.e. the Russian government order of 
discourse and the order of discourse of the US government) between the agents involved in the 
creation of the UN resolution 1973, as the sundry cases shows an interdiscursivity-mix between 
using a ‘philanthropic’, ‘oppressive regime’, ‘pro-military’, and ‘dictator’ to describe the 
situation in Libya. 
 
5.2.2. Syria 
5.2.2.1. John Kerry News Conference  
1 source of data located in data 2.2.1 
On September 9
th
 2013, the United States Secretary of State John Kerry was attending a news 
conference where he was answering questions from reporters in London, where he was meeting 
with British Foreign Secretary Hague. An important thing to note is that President Obama was 
simultaneously attempting to gain support in congress for a military strike in Syria as these 
events occurred. 
Kerry started by emphasising that the U.S. were hoping to come to a diplomatic solution in 
regards to the crisis in Syria. He did so by saying “the United States of America, President 
Obama, myself, others are in full agreement that the end of the conflict in Syria requires a 
political solution. There is no military solution”. He goes on to state that “a resolution to this 
has to come about because the parties are prepared to come and negotiate that political 
solution”. He then puts the blame of the chemical gas attacks in Syria with Assad by saying “if 
one party believes that it can rub out countless numbers of his own citizens.. using chemicals” 
and goes on to say that “he will never come to a negotiating table”. This directly shows that the 
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U.S. believes the Assad regime is to blame for the deaths of civilians in Syria following the gas 
attack on August 21
st, showing a use of an ‘oppressive regime’ discourse, as the belief of a 
government oppressing its citizen is expressed, and a ‘dictator’ discourse as the situation is 
viewed from the angle of an individual being the focal point of the events in Syria. Furthermore 
it portraits the U.S. as the ones trying to seek a diplomatic solution, however Kerry shows 
skepticism about Assad’s willingness of coming to “a negotiating table”. Afterwards, Kerry puts 
an emphasis on the U.S. being the “largest humanitarian donor” in the world and says that they 
“recognise that responsibility” and calls the crisis a “humanitarian crisis”. Here using both a 
‘diplomatic’ discourse as well as ‘philanthropic’ discourse to reflect upon the situation. This is 
similar to the approach in Libya, where Hillary Clinton emphasised humanitarian reasons for 
intervening in Libya, because of what she called a humanitarian crisis. Also, the fact that Kerry 
puts the blame on president Assad, is similar to what Hillary Clinton did in the Libyan crisis, 
where she put the blame of civilian deaths on Colonel Gaddafi. Thus showing a conventional 
discursive practice, as the discourses ‘philanthropic’, ‘dictator’, and ‘oppressive regime’ are 
again used in the same way as previously shown in the case of Libya. 
More important can be said to be the answer that John Kerry gave to one of the questions given 
by a reporter. The question, phrased by Margaret Brennan from CBS news, was whether or not 
there was anything Assad’s government could do or offer in order to stop an attack from 
happening against his country. To this, Kerry answered "Sure, he could turn over every single bit 
of his chemical weapons to the international community in the next week - turn it over, all of it 
without delay and allow the full and total accounting of it, but he isn't about to do it and it can't 
be done". 
Kerry again makes it seem as if the U.S. would not only be satisfied with a diplomatic solution, 
but rather that they would prefer it. However, the fact that he uses the content words words 
‘isn’t’ and ‘can’t be done’ when speaking of Assad turning over Syria’s chemical weapons, 
makes it clear that he is skeptical about whether or not the Syrian government would actually 
give up their chemical weapons if such a solution was proposed. Here, a usage of ‘diplomatic’ 
discourse is shown, albit used together with a ‘rhetorical’ tone, meaning that it is used to indicate 
a disbelief that a diplomatic solution is obtainable. This indicates the belief that a military action 
would be more applicable as well as capable of resolving the situation, undermining the 
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‘diplomatic’ discourse as previously mentioned. Thus, it is evident that Kerry is drawing more 
upon a 'pro-military' discourse as he does not believe Assad would accept the U.S. demands in a 
diplomatic treaty. 
5.2.2.2. Lavrov’s Comments and Syria’s first sign of compliance  
3 sources of data located in data 2.2.2 
Soon after Kerry’s comment in London, Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov seized the opportunity 
to prevent a military intervention in Syria, with whom they are closely allied, by telling reporters 
“if the establishment of international control of chemical weapons in the country will help avoid 
strikes, we will immediately start working with Damascus”. With this action, Russia can be said 
to have attempted to capitalise on Kerry’s comment in order to make a diplomatic solution come 
to life and prevent a military strike on their allies, thus intertextuality drawing upon the comment 
from Kerry. Russia shows that, opposite to the U.S., they have no skepticism in regards to 
proposing a diplomatic solution to the crisis. Thus it can be said that the usage of a ‘diplomatic’ 
discourse presented by the Russians is opposite to Kerry’s, as it can be said to be utilizing the 
‘diplomatic’ discourse in a more positive sense and thus is against a military intervention. 
Moreover, the comment contains intertextuality, as Lavrov refers to the statement made by 
Kerry. This can be said to be a change from the case in Libya, where Russia accepted resolution 
1973 with the possibility of a military strike included. It can be argued that this is because of 
Russia being allied with Syria and in order to protect their interests in the country, where in the 
case of Libya, Russia stood to lose money had Gaddafi stayed in power, which can be said to 
have been an incentive to make Russia accept the terms of the resolution. 
Lavrov’s comment came after a meeting with Syria’s Foreign Minister Walid al-Moualem in 
Moscow. Later al-Moualem reported, through an interpreter, that “… the Syrian Arab Republic 
welcomes the Russian initiative, motivated by the Syrian leadership's concern for the lives of our 
citizens and the security of our country, and also motivated by our confidence in the wisdom of 
the Russian leadership, which is attempting to prevent American aggression against our people." 
In other words, al-Moualem emphasises that it is a Russian and not a U.S initiative and that 
Libya is welcoming it because of what he explains as Syria’s “confidence in the wisdom of the 
Russian leadership” and goes on to state that Russia is only attempting to “prevent American 
Project Group 3 Roskilde University SIB - 3rd Semester 
49 
 
aggression against the Syrian people”. This is an example of intertextuality as al-Moualem 
draws upon a statement from the interview with Lavrov, and is furthemore drawing on the same 
discourse as the Russians, namely the ‘diplomatic’ discourse. However, he also presents an ‘anti-
American’ discourse by using content words such as “prevent” and “aggression” in combination 
with the function word “against” stating that the Americans are putting the Syrian people in 
harm’s way and that this is what is trying to be prevented by discussing a diplomatic solution. 
This can be said to be the first signs of compliance from Syria, which Gaddafi failed to show in 
the case of Libya. 
Later, the U.S. State Department stated that Kerry had simply been making a rhetorical argument 
about the impossibility of Assad turning over Syria's chemical weapons and not a serious 
proposal. According to an anonymous State Department official, Kerry made it clear to Lavrov 
that his comment was rhetorical. However, he stated that the Obama administration would look 
at a “serious proposal” but that it would not delay any efforts in seeking authorization for a 
military strike. This follows the aforementioned idea that the U.S. could potentially be satisfied 
with a diplomatic solution, if such a solution should prove possible to achieve, but that a military 
strike would still be discussed internally. 
As mentioned previously, an important factor to keep in mind is that this proposal came at a time 
where Obama was still attempting to gain support for a military intervention in Syria. In 
connection to this, Hillary Clinton, the former Secretary of State, visited the White House to 
publicly endorse Obama’s proposal for a military strike. She commented that this potential 
diplomatic solution would be an important step, but only if the chemical weapons would be 
surrendered immediately and went on to add that this solution could not be “another excuse for 
delay”. This again backs up the point that the U.S. seem satisfied with the idea of a diplomatic 
solution, but will not hesitate to use military force if immediate results are not seen in the 
dismantling of the Syrian chemical weapons, because according to her, the “credible military 
threat by the United States” was a major influence on the decision by Russia and Syria to seek a 
diplomatic solution. This statement draws upon an ‘American exceptionalism’ discourse, as 
Clinton reflects on the situation from the point of view that it is the actions of the U.S. 
government that has made the advances in the Syrian situation a reality. 
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The fact that Hillary Clinton is stating that the U.S. would accept a diplomatic solution but at the 
same time is publicly endorsing a military strike further strengthens the aforementioned 
argument that the U.S. government believes a military intervention is necessary and that they are 
skeptic towards the chances of a diplomatic solution happening. Thus, showcasing a 
conventional discursive practice as Clinton draws upon the same discourses as Kerry as well as 
utilising them in the same way to showcase the situation. 
To sum up, the discourse, which was first leaning heavily towards a military intervention and 
believing it was a necessity, shows a slight change towards being content or satisfied with a 
diplomatic solution, after Kerry made his comment in London and Russia and Syria entered talks 
to make such a solution happen. 
5.2.2.3. Barack Obama addresses the nation on Syria 
1 source of data located in data 2.2.3 
On the 10
th
 of September 2013, Barack Obama addressed the American nation on the current 
situation in Syria. This address was held just a day after John Kerry was interviewed in London. 
At the start of the speech, Obama’s view on the current situation between the government and 
the population of Syria is stated as follows: “Over the past two years, what began as a series of 
peaceful protests against the repressive regime of Bashar al-Assad has turned into a brutal civil 
war.” Here, it is evident that Obama believes the current situation in Syria is to be understood as 
a people’s struggle for liberation from their government. This is especially shown by the choice 
of content words such as ‘peaceful’ and ‘repressive’, giving a clear indication of how Obama 
views the two agents, the people and the government, respectively. Furthermore, by the use of 
the function word ‘of [Bashar al-Assad]’, the repressive government is also given a 
personification - pinpointing who to blame for the actions taken against the people in Syria. This 
is the case throughout the speech as the government is referred to as a ‘regime’, more 
specifically ‘Assad’s regime’. Moreover, Assad is referred to as a ‘dictator’ at various places in 
the speech, emphasising Obama’s view on the government in Syria. Another paramount view of 
the opposition in the situation in Syria comes later in the speech, as Obama states that “The 
majority of the Syrian people -- and the Syrian opposition we work with -- just want to live in 
peace, with dignity and freedom”. Thus, here Obama showcases the belief that the population, 
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more importantly the opposition, merely fights to regain their freedom from the repressive 
government. This shows some intertextuality with Kerry’s as well as Clinton’s previous 
statements, as it draws upon the same discourses, namely the ‘dictator’, ‘diplomacy’, and ‘pro-
military’ discourses. This is evident throughout the speech, therefore showing some conventional 
discursive practice. 
Another point raised by Obama is a initial belief that military action was to be avoided, as 
Obama does not believe “we [can] resolve someone else’s civil war through force, particularly 
after a decade of war in Iraq and Afghanistan.”. It is important to to note the use of the function 
word ‘through’ in the first part of the quote, as this indicates a belief that the situation may be 
resolved through other actions than military. Additionally, with the use of the function words 
‘particularly’ and ‘after’, the reasoning behind this avoidance of military actions stems from the 
fact that the U.S. over a prolonged period (a decade) has been at war in multiple locations. This 
shows some intertextuality with Kerry, as he also mentions the U.S. government’s previous 
attempts at resolving the situation in Syria using diplomacy rather than military force. 
However, Obama states that this adherence to a diplomatic path is hindered by an action taken by 
the Syrian government, as he states that “The situation profoundly changed, though, on August 
21
st, when Assad’s government gassed to death over a thousand people”. First, it is stated that 
the situation is changed dramatically, thus the aforementioned belief that the situation should be 
solved by a diplomatic way alone is questioned. Moreover, it is important to note the function 
word ‘Assad’s’ in the last part of the quote, as this indicates the belief that it is government of 
Syria that used these chemical weapons upon the population. This is emphasised later in the 
speech, as Obama states that “We know the Assad regime was responsible”, referring again to the 
chemical weapon attack on August 21
st
. Here, again, it is claimed that the government of Syria is 
behind the attacks, indicated by the content words ‘know’ and ‘responsible’. Here, the ‘dictator’ 
discourse is utilised again both to personify the government of Syria as well as placing the blame 
on one individual. 
The need to act upon this use of chemical weapons is also established as Obama relates the 
current use of chemical weapons with the events of World War II where the Nazi party of 
Germany used gas during the Holocaust. Additionally, Obama states that the use of chemical 
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weapons have been prohibited since an international agreement established in 1997, an 
agreement that 189 governments have joined, representing the far majority of humanity (98 
percent). This is utilised to put increased attention on the fact that the situation in Syria has 
developed into a problem of international law. Additionally, Obama exclaims that he believes, in 
order for international laws to have an effect, they need to be upheld. This is evident as Obama 
states that “If we fail to act, the Assad regime will see no reason to stop using chemical weapons. 
As the bain against these weapons erodes, other tyrants will have no reason to think twice about 
acquiring poison gas, and using them.”. Here, it is indicated that if these international laws are 
not upheld and the international community decides to not take action in the present situation, it 
runs the risk of giving the Syrian government and ‘other tyrants’ the impression that international 
laws and regulations are mere words on paper and not restrictions that one needs to adhere to - 
thus these ‘laws’ are safe to ignore. An ‘international law’ and a ‘history’ discourse is here utilise 
to make the argument for the possibility of using military force in the situation in Syria, as well 
as emphasising the need for action sooner rather than later, as expressed by both Kerry and 
Clinton in the aforementioned interviews. 
Furthermore, a belief that inaction in this situation would lead to a threat towards the national 
security of the U.S. is showcased, as Obama states that the previous drawbacks of inaction could 
also lead to that “it could be easier for terrorist organisations to obtain these weapons” and that 
“al Qaeda will only draw strength in a more chaotic Syria if people there see the world doing 
nothing to prevent innocent civilians from being gassed to death”. In these quotes Obama shows 
a belief that inaction in this situation could lead to an increase in the threat from terrorist 
organisations. Especially the second quote, through the use of the function word ‘only’, indicates 
a belief that terrorist organisations (more specifically, al Qaeda) will only gain support if the 
international community decides not to act upon these events in Syria. As for retaliation from 
Syria itself, Obama states that neither the Syrian government “nor [its] allies have any interest in 
escalation that would lead to [their] demise|”. Here, an important word to notice is the content 
word ‘demise’. This indicates a confidence from Obama that the knowledge of American 
willingness to take military action in the situation in Syria is in itself an action, as the Syrian 
government would understand that a war against the military capabilities of the U.S. is a battle 
they can not win. Here, a ‘terror’ discourse is introduced in order to legitimize the intent to use 
military action as well as the belief that action must be taken as soon as possible - thus an 
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example of a creative discursive practice as a new discourse is introduced. Furthermore, 
intertextuality with the statement made by Kerry is evident, as the belief that Syrian cooperation 
can be said to be fueled by the fear of American military intervention. 
And the appropriate form of action, as Obama states, would be a “target military strike” to “deter 
Assad from using chemical weapons, [...] and to make it clear to the world that we will not 
tolerate their use.” Here, the content word of the first quote, ‘target’, is essential. This indicates 
that the military strikes will have specific objects in mind - to reduce the Syrian government 
capabilities and willingness to use chemical weapons. Furthermore, the aforementioned notion of 
enforcing international laws makes an appearance again, as the intention with these target strikes 
would also be to show to the world that the international laws are being upheld. 
However, Obama also states an intention to seek out an alternative option, namely a diplomatic 
solution. This is shown as Obama states that 
“the Russian government has indicated a willingness to join with the international 
community in pushing Assad to give up his chemical weapons. The Assad regime has now 
admitted that it has these weapons, and even said they’d join the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, which prohibits their use.” 
Here, Obama capitalises on the new events that have unfolded in the situation, and indicates a 
belief that these events may lead to a option that does not involve the use of military force. 
However, Obama also states that 
“It’s too early to tell whether this offer will succeed, and any agreement must verify that 
the Assad regime keeps its commitments” and that “I’ve ordered our military to maintain 
their current posture to keep the pressure on Assad, and to be in a position to respond if 
diplomacy fails” 
In the first quote, it is vital to take note of the content word(s) ‘too early’ and the function word 
‘its [commitment]’, as Obama here indicates that this diplomatic action is by no means certain, 
and showcase a concern about the credibility of the Syrian government. This is further 
emphasised in the second quote, as Obama points out his intention of keeping the military forces 
on the U.S. in position in the event that this diplomatic approach ‘fails’. This is also an example 
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of intertextuality, as Obama draws on the interview with Lavrov, where Lavrov states that if an 
establishment of an agreement with the Syrian government about handing over the chemical 
weapons is what it takes to avoid military action, this will be pursued by the Russian 
government. It is also an example of creative discursive practice, as the ‘diplomacy’ discourse is 
used differently in the speech compared to how it was used in Kerry’s interview, where the 
‘diplomacy’ discourse was used to make a rhetorical argument for the unlikelihood of Syrian 
compliance. Thus, one could argue that the discursive practice of the U.S. government has 
changed - at least to an extent. 
Lastly, in the speech, Obama states his belief in “american exceptionalism”, as he states that 
“with modest effort and risk, we can stop children from being gassed to death, and thereby make 
our own children safer over the long run, I believe we should act. That’s what makes America 
different. That’s what makes us exceptional.” 
In this last quote, Obama states a belief that this willingness to act when the world is face with 
difficulties is what makes America great. It is the unbending resolve of the U.S. People that 
makes the population, in Obama’s eyes, ‘exceptional’. This again showcases the belief that 
American action is paramount in international situations, thus showing some intertextuality with 
Clinton’s statement in the previously mentioned interview. 
5.2.2.4. Putin writes opinion piece in the New York Times  
1 source of data located in data 2.2.4 
On the 11
th
 of September 2013, the President of Russia, Vladimir Putin, wrote an opinion piece 
in the New York Times. The opinion piece was a reaction to the speech held by President Barack 
Obama on the 10
th
 of September 2013. 
At the inception of the speech, Putin states that the intention of the speech is to discuss the 
current events in Syria as well as an attempt to speak more directly with the U.S. Population and 
its leader. Afterwards, Putin reflects on the relationship between Russia and the United States, as 
he writes he mentions how they have both been allies “and defeated the Nazis together” and 
enemies “during the cold war”. An intertextual aspect is evident here, as Putin draws upon the 
historical statements made by Obama in his speech to the nation regarding Syria. This ‘history’ 
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discourse is used differently by Putin, however, as it is utilised to showcase the relationship 
between Russia and U.S. and thus creating an incentive to increase cooperation between the two 
countries, where as it was used by Obama to establish legitimacy for military intervention in 
Syria. 
Putin then goes on to describe the reasoning for the founding of the UN, namely to “prevent such 
devastation from ever happening again”, referring to the events during World War II. Putin goes 
on to exclaim that the one of the most vital aspects of the UN is the belief that “war and peace 
should only happen by consensus”, and he state that the “profound wisdom of this has 
underpinned the stability of international relations for decades”. Here, the content words 
‘profound’ and ‘wisdom’ are used to emphasised the importance of this concept of consensus, 
and by using the content word ‘underpinned’ he indicates at the same time that this concept is 
what has secured stability on the international scene. Putin then goes on to state that if nations do 
not adhere to this concept of consensus, and “influential countries bypass the United Nations and 
take military action without Security Council authorization”, the UN would seize to have any 
importance and the stability of international relations would be threatened. It is vital to note the 
content words ‘influential’ and ‘military action’ in this quote, as Putin here could be said to be 
directing attention to the then ongoing discussion in the U.S. regarding military action in the 
situation in Syria. Furthermore, Putin also write that 
“preserving law and order in today’s complex and turbulent world is one of the few ways 
to keep international relations from sliding into chaos. The law is still the law, and we 
must follow it whether we like it or not. Under current international law, force is 
permitted only in self-defense or by the decision of the Security Council.” 
With this quote, Putin again stresses the importance of adhering to the customs of the UN and 
following internationally established laws. This is especially evident in the use of the content 
words ‘is still’ when referring to the law, as Putin here indicates that one can not choose to 
follow one law and not another. This is another example of intertextuality, as Putin here also 
reflects on Obama’s statements about the importance of upholding international law in order to 
secure international stability. Furthermore, it could be said that Putin here criticises Obama for 
stating a belief in this importance of upholding international law, and at the same time states that 
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Obama is choosing not to follow the established laws of the UN in regards to using military 
actions without their consent, thus showcasing intertextuality as it reflects on the speech by 
Obama. Additionally, it also draws upon some of the same discourses utilised by Obama, namely 
the ‘history’ and ‘international law’ discourse. As with Obama, it is utilised to emphasise the 
importance of adhering to international laws, but here it is primarily used to focus on the 
paramount necessity that any action taken by the countries enforcing these international laws 
needs to be cleared by consensus in the UN to ensure the validity of the laws in the future. 
These beliefs are also showcased later, as Putin states that “The world reacts by asking: if you 
cannot count on international law, then you must find other ways to ensure your security. Thus a 
growing number of countries seek to acquire weapons of mass destruction. This is logical: if you 
have the bomb, no one will touch you.”. Here again emphasising the importance of international 
law, as the stability and security it provides are the only way to effectively secure a minimal 
incentive for countries to acquire Weapons of Mass Destruction, drawing on the same discourses 
as stated above. 
In the opinion piece, also states the belief that “Syria is not witnessing a battle for democracy, 
but an armed conflict between government and opposition in a multireligious country”. Here, it 
is especially important to note the content word ‘not’ in the first part of the quote, as it is part of 
an intertextual reference to Obama’s speech where Obama states that the current situation in 
Syria was a conflict between a population seeking freedom from a repressive government. It is of 
note that Putin does not use the ‘dictator’ discourse as Obama does, but chooses a more neutral 
‘government’ discourse when describing the people in power in Syria. Additionally, Putin goes 
on to state the belief that the opposition fighting against the government of Syria also have “more 
than enough Qaeda fighters and extremists” and that the conflict in Syria is “fueled by foreign 
weapons supplied to the opposition”. Putin here indicates the belief that the opposition also 
include a fair amount of people from terrorist organisation, thus showing further belief that the 
current situation in Syria is not a population attempting to overthrow a suppressive government. 
Here, Putin draws upon the discourse established by Obama, namely the ‘terror’ discourse, 
however he uses it differently. Here it is used together with the aforementioned ‘government’ 
discourse to describe the situation of a government fighting against terrorist rather than its own 
people. In the second quote, the use of the content word ‘fueled’ also indicate the belief that this 
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raging conflict is kept alive only by the countries around the world supplying the opposition with 
weapons. Moreover, Putin goes on to state that “there is every reason to believe it was used not 
by the Syrian Army, but by opposition forces, to provoke intervention by their powerful foreign 
patrons[...]”, which again show some intertextual aspect with Obama’s speech, as Obama states 
in his speech that there is no doubt that the Syrian government was responsible for the use of 
chemical weapon against civilians. The function word ‘every’ is especially important, as Putin 
here firmly disagree with Obama’s belief that there was no doubt about the Syrian government’s 
responsibility, and instead indicate a strong belief that it is the opposition that is responsible for 
these attacks. It is also of importance to note the content word ‘provoke’, as it indicates that the 
sole reason for the opposition to use chemical weapons was to ensure intervention from the other 
countries. Moreover, Putin’s use of the content word ‘patron’ also indicates that this foreign 
assistance is spawned out of a want to assist in romanticised uprisings, and not what the situation 
in Syria actually is. Here, the ‘terror’ discourse is used to reflect on who used the chemical 
weapons upon the civilians in Syria, rather than the Syrian government as was previously stated 
by Obama and Kerry. 
Towards the end of the speech, Putin also showcase a belief that a democratic solution to the 
events in Syria should be the paramount goal, as he writes that “if we can avoid force against 
Syria, this will improve the atmosphere in international affairs and strengthen mutual trust [...] 
and open the door to cooperation on other critical issues”. This quote also relates to Putin’s own 
statement on countries incentive to acquire Weapons of mass destruction, as this increased 
cooperation between countries would diminish this incentive. This also shows conventional 
discursive practice, as the ‘diplomacy’ discourse is again used by the Russians to showcase that 
the situation in Syria should be handled without the use of military force - as was stated earlier in 
the interview with Lavrov. 
In the end, there is a clear example of intertextuality, as Putin directly quotes Obama speech 
where Obama express his faith in American exceptionalism. Putin states a belief it is “extremely 
dangerous to encourage people to see themselves as exceptional”, as Putin exclaims that it is 
vital to take into consideration that every country is different in its own way, and that there is no 
country that can be considered to be ‘right’ nor ‘wrong’. This is especially true by Putin’s choice 
of the content word ‘extremely’ as it emphasises his statement. 
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5.2.2.5. Syrian Resolution Framework  
3 sources of data located in data 2.2.5 
The negotiations between the U.S. and Russia led to the “Framework for Elimination of Syrian 
Chemical Weapons” on the 14th of September 2013. 
The framework calls for the elimination of the Syrian chemical weapons by mid-2014 and states 
that both the U.S. and Russia expect a “comprehensive listing, including names, types and 
quantities of its chemical weapons agents, types of munitions, and location and form of storage, 
production, and research and development facilities” from Syria within long. The framework 
states that the removal and destruction of the chemical weapons should be supervised by the 
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). The framework also includes 
that the UN Security Council should impose measures under Chapter VII of the UN charter, 
however not as explicitly as UN Security Council reform 1973 in the case of Libya, in the event 
of Syria not complying. 
It becomes clear that the discursive practice of both the U.S. and Russia have been mixed 
together in this resolution framework. The usage of the ‘diplomatic’ discourse of Russia is 
apparent as a diplomatic solution through the removal and destruction of the chemical weapons 
is being implemented rather than a military intervention. However the U.S. Ppro- military’ 
discourse is also apparent as a backup as the UN charter’s Chapter VII is included in the 
framework, should Syria fail to comply with the terms of the agreement. 
In relation to this framework, President Obama released a statement to the public later that day, 
saying that he welcomes “... the progress made between the United States and Russia through 
our talks in Geneva” and calls the talks an “important, concrete step” towards the goal of 
removing and ultimately destroying Syria’s chemical weapons. 
Obama states that the Syrian chemical weapons pose a threat to not only to the Syrian people, but 
also to the region and the world. He goes on to say that the elimination of these weapons could 
stop such a threat and says that the international community expects Assad and his regime to live 
up to their commitments. This shows the discourse of Obama being ‘philanthropic’, wanting to 
protect the citizens of not only Syria, but also the middle east and the rest of the world from these 
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chemical weapons. Moreover, this could be a further example of the indication of creative 
discursive practice by the government of U.S., as the ‘diplomatic’ discourse here is used with 
more confidence than was previously shown by Kerry in his interview. This argument is further 
strengthened when Obama states that chemical weapons are “an affront to human dignity and a 
threat to people everywhere” and goes on to say “we have a duty to preserve a world free from 
the fear of chemical weapons for our children”. This makes the U.S. seem like they are both 
attempting to protect the current generations in the world, but also future generations as he 
mentions “our children”, thus still using a ‘philanthropic’ discourse, as was also evident in his 
speech from the 10th, showing some conventional discursive practice. Furthermore, when 
comparing it to the case in Libya, it shows the same discourse used by Clinton, namely the 
‘philanthropic’ discourse, when she spoke of the response needed in Libya as a “humanitarian” 
one. She emphasised that Libyan civilians were being “threatened and killed”, where Obama in 
this case speaks of chemical weapons as a “threat”. 
However, while Obama believes important progress has been made in the case of removing these 
weapons, he states that much more work needs to be done still and that the U.S. will continue 
working closely with other nations in order to make sure that the process is verifiable. In 
continuation of this, Obama emphasises the aforementioned part of the framework, namely that: 
should the diplomatic solution fail and should the Assad regime fail to comply with the terms of 
the agreement and live up to their public commitments; “The United States remains prepared to 
act”. This draws on the discourses previously displayed as ‘American exceptionalism’ as the 
U.S. are here portrayed as ready to act if diplomacy fails. This shows a change when compared 
to the case in Libya where Clinton stated that the U.S. would keep their options open, however 
only in collaboration with international allies and partners and not as a U.S.-only action. In this 
case, Obama says that “The United States remains prepared to act” not mentioning international 
support. This makes it seem as if the U.S. would be prepared to act on its own, without 
international support, as previously mentioned in the Putin opinion piece analysis. Furthermore, 
Obama states, showing intertextuality with the statement Clinton proclaimed previously, that the 
opportunity of a diplomatic solution is partly because of the “credible military threat of the 
United States”, again utilising the ‘American exceptionalism’ discourse. 
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Also on the 14
th
 of September, Both Kerry and Lavrov were attending a press conference in 
connection to the proposed framework, to announce their thoughts and answer questions from 
reporters. 
Some key points include that Kerry backs up both Obama’s and Clinton’s words by stating: “.. I 
have no doubt that the combination of the threat of force and the willingness to pursue 
diplomacy helped to bring us to this moment.”. The usage of the content words ‘no doubts’ 
emphasise this belief. Moreover, Kerry also uses the content words ‘willingness to pursue’ in 
combination with ‘diplomacy’ which again shows that the U.S. would be satisfied with a 
diplomatic solution. However, the use of the content word ‘willingness’ shows a new way of 
phrasing, compared to earlier statements where Kerry would seem skeptic of a diplomatic 
solution and was more willing to attempt a military intervention. This is further evidence of a 
creative discursive practice by the U.S. government, as the ‘diplomacy’ discourse is again 
utilized together with more confidence than was for instance the case in Kerry’s previous 
‘rhetoric’ remark on diplomacy as a solution. To justify this, Kerry uses the argument that 
“Diplomacy requires willing partners”, arguing that a willing partner was difficult to find 
previously. From this, he goes on to thank the Russian President Putin for his willingness to pick 
up on this possibility for a diplomatic solution. As a result, it again seems like the U.S. has 
always been willing to find a diplomatic solution, but lacked partners with the same willingness 
to do so, which is a clear difference from the case in Libya, where the U.S. according to Clinton 
were actively talking with allies and partners to secure a solution from the beginning of the 
crisis. Kerry mentions the part of the framework which commits to impose measures under 
Chapter VII of the UN Security Council charter, making it seem as if they are still ready to use 
military force, should Syria fail to comply. Also, when a reporter asked whether or not the threat 
of the use of force was still an option in the Security Council and Kerry answered “the potential 
of a threat of force is clearly one of those options that may or may not be available to the 
Security Council, and a subject to debate”. Using the content words “clearly” and “subject to 
debate” shows that Kerry is not letting go of the possibility of a military strike, should the U.S. 
consider it necessary. This show some conventional discursive practice, as the ‘pro-military’ 
discourse is again used to showcase a viable alternative to the diplomatic approach. This is 
similar when compared to Libya, where the U.S. were also keeping the option of a military strike 
open. 
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Lavrov confirms that Russia has agreed to the point that the UN security council will take what 
he calls “required measures, concrete measures” but adds “if they are approved” referring to 
another vote in the UN Security Council before the measures under Chapter VII can be 
implemented. Furthermore, Lavrov does not mention anything about putting the blame on a 
specific person or party. Thus the possible implementation of military force or sanctions will not 
be an automatic process like it was in the resolution in Libya, meaning that Russia could 
potentially veto against it, should it come to a vote in the Security Council. In continuation of 
this, Lavrov states that “there is nothing said about the use of force” or “any automatic 
sanctions” because “all violations should be approved in the Security Council convincingly”. 
This again shows the clear change from the Libyan case, where the resolution was under Chapter 
VII and automatically allowed for sanctions and/or the use of force. However, it shows a 
similarity as well as Lavrov in the case of Libya also stated that nothing had been mentioned 
about a no-fly zone, which ended up being implemented anyway. Lavrov’s comment is opposite 
to what Kerry made it seem like earlier, when stating that they would impose measures under 
Chapter VII and makes it seem like the threat of force is not as “clearly” one of the options 
available to the Security Council as he stated earlier. This again shows the ‘diplomatic’ discourse 
that Russia has had throughout the talks since the 9
th
 of September and that they still will not 
show any acceptance towards a military intervention, as approval in the Security Council would 
fail, should Russia decide to veto against it. Furthermore, it shows another example of 
conventional discursive practice as the ‘diplomacy’ discourse and the ‘international law’ 
discourse is here again used together, expressing the importance of adhering to the verdicts of the 
UN Security Council. 
5.2.2.6. UN Security Council Resolution 2118  
3 sources of data located in data 2.2.6 
In the weeks between the agreement on the framework and the actual UN resolution, according 
to Foreign Minister Lavrov, the U.S. were pushing Russia into accepting a resolution that would 
allow for military intervention in Syria. To this Lavrov said that the U.S. were attempting to 
“blackmail” Russia by saying that the U.S. would not support Syria’s entry into the OPCW if 
Russia would not support the resolution being under Chapter VII. Lavrov goes on to say that this 
is “a complete departure” from what he agreed to with Kerry on the 14th. Thus, the U.S. are still 
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trying to get the agreement to be written under Chapter VII in order to automatically be able to 
impose the measures of force as stated in the chapter as they did in Libya. Contrary to this, 
Lavrov shows that Russia wants the potential imposing of measures under Chapter VII to require 
another vote in the Security Council, which they could potentially veto. This again shows 
conventional discursive practice from the Russian government, as the ‘international law’ 
discourse comes into play again as Lavrov focus on the importance of adhering to the decisions 
of the UN before deciding to take any military actions. 
 
The negotiations ended on September 27
th
 when UN Security Council Resolution 2118 was 
unanimously agreed upon. The resolution is mostly based on the Framework for Elimination of 
Syrian Chemical Weapons which has been previously analysed. 
Most importantly, in the resolution it is stated that in the event of non-compliance with the 
resolution, by “anyone in the Syrian Arab Republic”, measures under Chapter VII of the UN 
Security Council charter would be imposed. This shows that the Security Council does not put 
the blame with a specific person or party involved in the Syrian crisis as it was the case in 
resolution 1973 in the Libyan case, where the Libyan government was the target of all blame. 
This shows a compromise between the U.S. and Russia as they originally put the blame 
differently, but have found common ground mentioning “anyone in the Syrian Arab Republic”, 
creating a shared understanding. This showcases a change in the discursive practice used in the 
writing of the UN resolution for Syria compared to the UN resolution on Libya, showing an 
example of a creative discursive practice. This is evident in the usage of the ‘government’ 
discourse rather than what was used in the Libyan resolution - namely the ‘dictator’ discourse 
and the ‘oppressive regime’ discourse.  In continuation of this, Lavrov stated that the “text had 
not been passed under Chapter VII, nor did it allow for coercive measures” emphasising that 
violations must be thoroughly investigated and proven one hundred per cent. Then, and only then 
would the Security Council stand ready to impose measures under Chapter VII. However, 
because the resolution is not directly under Chapter VII, it does not contain legal basis for 
automatic implementation of Chapter VII measures and so this would require a second resolution 
which Russia could potentially veto if they so wanted. This shows another change compared to 
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the Libyan crisis, where resolution 1973 was explicitly put under Chapter VII and thus allowed 
for the Member States to use military force with no further agreements needed. From this it can 
be deduced that Russia is heavily emphasising the diplomatic solution and refuse to implement 
the resolution under Chapter VII, as to allow for automatic measures to be taken in case of non-
compliance. Even though Russia states that measures will be taken, it will require another vote 
that they could potentially veto which is what Lavrov previously argued for. Again, both the U.S. 
and Russia can be said to have made compromises in order to complete this deal, as Chapter VII 
is mentioned in the resolution, which Russia did not want at all, but is not included as explicitly 
as the U.S. originally wanted and as was the case in the Libyan case. Furthermore, at the time of 
writing, the Assad regime had been compliant with the rules set by the resolution, which is a 
clear difference from the Libyan case where Gaddafi forces continued posing a threat to 
civilians, according to the UN. Here, creative discursive practice is evident in the UN resolution 
on Syria, as a change is again evident in the discursive practice used in the UN resolution in 
Syria compared to the UN resolution in Libya. In the case of Libya a ‘pro-military’ discourse 
was utilised in order to emphasise the necessity of military action in the case of non-compliance. 
In the case of the Syrian UN resolution, this ‘pro-military’ discourse is used to argue for a 
possible military intervention in the case of non-compliance, but it is by no means stated as the 
only solution to issues that may occur. Again it can be said that the resolution is a result of 
shared understandings between the agents in the UN Security Council, with an emphasis on the 
main agents: Russia and the U.S.. Similar to the case in Libya, the agents all agreed that there 
was indeed a crisis in Syria and that action was needed, creating a common reality. However, a 
main difference is that the two main agents did not share the same belief in regards to who was 
to blame. Therefore, they each had their own reality, but in order to put an end to the crisis, they 
created a new reality, based on shared understandings, believing that the chemical weapons were 
used by ‘someone’ in the Syrian Arab Republic and that action should be taken towards ‘anyone’ 
who had used these weapons in the past, and should use them in the future. Moreover, the 
resolution also exclaims the reasons behind, especially reflecting on the events of the 21
st
 of 
August 2013 with the chemical weapon attack on civilians took place In the resolution it states 
that the UN is “condemning the killing of civilians that resulted from it, affirming that the use of 
chemical weapons constitutes a serious violation of international law, and stressing that those 
responsible for any use of chemical weapons must be held accountable”. As with the Libyan 
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resolution, the resolution for Syria focuses on stopping civilian casualties. This indicate a 
conventional discursive practice, as a ‘philanthropic’ discourse is used to make this emphasis on 
the humanitarian aspects of the resolution. 
5.2.3. Part Conclusion 
From this analysis, it is evident that the order of discourse of the UN resolution 2118 has 
changed compared to the UN resolution 1973.  As mentioned earlier, the order of discourse of 
the Russian government and the U.S. government was somewhat similar in the Libyan situation, 
which was reflected in the order of discourse of the UN resolution 1973. The discourses used in 
the UN resolution in 1973 where, as mentioned earlier in the analysis, an interdiscursive-mix of a 
‘dictator’, ‘oppressive regime’, ‘pro-military, and a ‘philanthropic’ discourse was used. 
However, as shown throughout the analysis of this working question, the orders of discourse of 
the U.S. government and the Russian government differed in the situation in Syria, which in turn 
influenced the order of discourse of the UN resolution 2118, therefore changing the discursive 
practice of the resolution. This is shown in the discursive practice of the resolution, as it utilises a 
‘government’, ‘diplomatic’, and ‘philanthropic’ discourse to reflect on the situation in its 
interdiscursive-mix. Effectively, this means that the two main agents, namely the U.S. and 
Russia, who each had their own view on the situations, or each their reality, were able to come to 
a shared understanding and thus create a new reality through their discussions, in both cases. 
However, a different reality was created in the case of Syria when compared to the one in Libya. 
The realities, which were based upon these shared understandings, both resulted in and are 
expressed in the UN Security Council resolutions. A major difference is that in the resolution on 
Libya the blame of the crisis was put upon a single agents, which is not the case in the resolution 
on Syria. Another major difference is that it became a shared understanding that the Libyan 
resolution should be written under Chapter VII of the UN charter, allowing for the automatic use 
of force in the case of non-compliance. The opposite can be said to be true in the Syrian 
resolution where Chapter VII is only mentioned, but does not authorise the use of sanctions or 
force, instead the Security Council must call a new vote in the case of non-compliance, in order 
to agree on what kind of action should be taken against the non-compliant agent. Lastly, no 
action has been needed in the case of Syria after the adoption of the resolution, because President 
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Assad has been compliant with the terms and is actively handing over the weapons, showing 
another difference when compared to the case in Libya. 
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6. Synthesis 
 
The situations in Libya and Syria are both a part of what has been constituted as the Arab Spring. 
This can be said to be an unstable historical period. Unstable historical periods are more prone to 
structural changes which can be seen through the opposition in both Libya and Syria and their 
goal to implement social and political changes. If implemented, this would have meant a change 
in both institutional and social structures. In the case of Libya, the opposition succeeded and 
their actions led to structural changes. In the case of Syria the opposition failed to change the 
structures completely, as Assad managed to navigate through the various structures that the 
Syrian case was constituted of ending up with a minimal change to the institutional structures of  
the government. As is stated in the analysis, one thing that stays consistent throughout both the 
situation in Syria as well as the situation in Libya is the emphasis on helping individuals in need, 
ending suffering, and assisting civilians under attack. From the point of view of agency, the 
narrative construction of both the UN and the U.S. has a humanitarian aspect. The UN being 
created in the eve of the Second World War is based upon the ideals of international peace. Later 
on, the concept of human rights was added to the UN charter which stated that the member states 
of the UN have a responsibility to protect populations around the world of crimes against human 
rights. The narrative of the U.S., like the UN, is based upon the notion that it is the responsibility 
and right of the U.S. to intervene when a population was being oppressed. As mentioned in the 
analysis, in the case of Libya there was a general consensus, or shared understanding, that 
Colonel Gaddafi was to blame for the crimes committed against the Libyan people and thus was 
the target of action in UN resolution 1973 in 2011. This was not the case in Syria, where the U.S. 
put the blame on President Assad but Russia put it outside of the government of Syria, more 
towards terrorist organisations fueling a multi-religious struggle within the country. Therefore, 
Russia and the U.S. have two different understandings, or realities, as to who committed the 
crime of the chemical gas attack on August 21
st
 2013. The UN’s weapon inspectors were not 
been able to place the blame of the chemical attacks carried out in Syria either. This can be said 
to have caused complications in the creation of a UN resolution in Syria, because the two main 
actors did not agree on the target of action and a final blame could not be placed. Thus, it became 
important for the UN Security Council to reach a common ground, or shared understanding on 
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the topic of who to blame. In this process, the UN is constrained by its institutional structure. 
This became apparent in resolution 2118 on the 27
th
 of September 2013, where a shared 
understanding was reached, namely one that describes the blame should be put on ‘anyone’ in 
the Syrian Arab Republic not complying with the rules. Throughout the process, three 
resolutions were vetoed by Russia and China before an agreement was reached, and the 
structural constraints imposed by the institutional structure meant that the UN was not able to 
take action earlier because of the ability of the five permanent member states of the security 
council to veto any decision. From the perspective of structuration, the fact that blame could not 
be put upon a single target can be attributed to the interpersonal and institutional structure  of the 
UN and between the agents involved in the Syria crisis. Thus, due to the fact that Russia and the 
U.S. put the blame in different places at first, they were required to reach this aforementioned 
shared understanding.  If the interpersonal structure between Russia and Syria had been present 
in the case of Libya, the Libyan resolution might have turned out very differently.  Furthermore, 
the resolution in the case of Syria called for undisputable proof in the case of non-compliance so 
that there would be no doubt in the UN Security Council in case of a Member State attributing 
the blame on a specific party or actor. Another major factor as examined in the analysis, is that in 
the case of Libya, resolution 1973 was adopted directly under Chapter VII, which was not the 
case in Syria and resolution 2118. This meant that, in case of non-compliance in Syria, the 
proposed action still would have had to go through a vote in the UN Security Council. The 
reason behind this could be said to be because of the aforementioned discrepancy between 
Russia and U.S. in regards to who was to blame for the chemical weapon attack, thus an 
uncertainty who to act against, as well as a different belief in the best way to ensure international 
stability was present. From a U.S. perspective, a swift process in situations of non-compliance 
would be necessary, as a belief that the way to secure international stability would be through 
enforcing the existing laws, because without sanctions the laws would lose seize being a 
deterrent. Moreover, because terrorist organisation would gain more support if the world saw 
that nothing was done to prevent the suffering of innocent people. Thus, an automatic process 
towards military action is seen as a way to ensure the enforcement of the international laws. 
From a Russian perspective, international stability is also maintained through the adherence of 
international laws, however they stress the importance of complying with the rules of the UN 
Security Council. They believe that it is paramount that any authorisation of military force goes 
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through the Security Council. This is to ensure that countries continue to trust the international 
laws, leading to a decreased incentive to acquire arms and weapons of mass destruction in order 
to ensure their national security. Thus, even in case of non-compliance, it is vital for any military 
actions to be sanctioned by the UN Security Council before any action is taken. Lastly, both 
Gaddafi and Assad expressed the notion that conflicts should be handled internally in accordance 
with Libyan and Syrian interests respectively. Though they shared this common idea, the extent 
to which they were willing to compromise differed. Gaddafi continued throughout the crisis to 
base his actions upon force. Assad on the other hand accepted external interference if it happened 
in cooperation with Syria. This opened up for the possibility of making a diplomatic solution. 
Another major thing to note is that Gaddafi and his regime did not comply with the rules of the 
resolution that was passed in 2011, thus allowing for action to be taken by the UN Security 
Council Member States. When compared to the case in Syria, this can be said to be the contrary 
as Assad complied with the rules as stated in the resolution passed in 2013, thus not allowing for 
any further measures to be taken in the Security Council. 
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7. Conclusion 
 
What are the differences in the way the cases of Libya and Syria were handled, and what can be 
said to have led to these changes? 
From the analysis it can be said that the major differences in the way that the cases of Libya and 
Syria were handled, can be seen in the UN Security Council resolutions 1973, from the Libyan 
case, and 2118, from the Syrian case. To conclude, the difference in the way the two cases have 
been handled, includes the fact that the blame of the international community is not put on a 
single target in the case of Syria. This can be attributed to the fact that there was an uncertainty 
of who the target of blame was by the two major actors, Russia and the U.S.. Both actors claimed 
to have proof of who released the chemical gas on August 21
st
, 2013, and can be said to have 
come from two different realities. Due to this disputed evidence and constraints by both 
institutional and interpersonal structures the UN could not take the same approach in Syria as 
they had in Libya. However, in order to reach an end to their discussions, the main actors worked 
towards a shared understanding, and can be said to have created a new, common reality, as is 
portrayed in the resolution. Furthermore, Syria managed to navigate successfully through the 
structural constraints present in the historical context. Another difference is seen as resolution 
1973 calls for the use of military force in the case of non-compliance from the Libyan 
government, as it is directly adopted under Chapter VII of the UN charter. Contrary to this, 
resolution 2118 does not directly state what kind of force should be utilised in the case of non-
compliance from the Syrian government and requires another vote in the UN Security Council in 
order to make a new agreement on the issue of force. This can be said to be a change from 
utilising military intervention in the case of Libya, to utilising a diplomatic solution in the case of 
Syria. Also, because of the fact that the Syrian government, contrary to the Libyan one, willingly 
allowed external influence, it was possible to utilise a diplomatic solution in Syria. Drawing on 
the findings from the analysis, it can be concluded that this change of emphasis is caused not 
only by a change in the order of discourse of the main actors, but also a change in the agency of 
Russia, which was another significant difference between the crisis in Libya and Syria. By 
vetoing resolutions put forth in the UN Security Council, but finally, along with the U.S., 
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agreeing on a diplomatic course of action for Syria, Russia can be said to have played a vital role 
in the outcome. 
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8. Afterthoughts 
 
The project has been done within social constructivism which has shown the area of International 
Relations from the perspective of the social reality, especially considering the very agent based 
approach that has been implemented. 
 
An approach that could have been utilized could have happened by writing the project from a 
neo-realistic perspective putting a focus on material reasoning. For instance, this could have been 
done through a more positivistic research approach, utilising quantitative data on the perceived 
strength of the countries in question in regards to e.g. military. Other aspects that could have 
been examined includes available resources, current state of the economics of the countries, or 
similar. For example, an emphasis could have been put on the fact that Russia had an incentive to 
not actually veto against a UN Security Council resolution in Libya, because they had work 
contracts worth a lot of money which could potentially have been lost, had Gaddafi stayed in 
power.  
 
Furthermore, the project could have been done utilising a different choice of subjects to create an 
interdisciplinary project with a different view. In the case of the previous example with utilising 
neo-realism, the subjects of Political Science and Economics could have been used instead of 
Political Science and Sociology, as was the case in this project. This would likely have led to a 
much different outcome, and would not have focused as much on qualitative data as was the case 
here. This choice of subjects would have been able to utilise the aforementioned case of Russia 
having an economic incentive in having Gaddafi removed from power. However, the choice of 
subjects, methods and theories in this project, allowed for an analysis that emphasised what 
could be perceived from the main actors’ words. In order to make a project along the same lines 
of this one, could have been done by handling the analysis of the perspective of the various 
agents by using rhetorical analysis. This method could have been aimed at unveiling how 
relevant agents through speeches or similar material attempts to persuade their audience to 
believe in their viewpoint. Also, it would have put another kind of emphasis on the words used 
by these agents. Instead of focusing on the discourse of the agents and what they ‘mean’ by their 
choice of words, it would focus on the ‘way’ they choose their words and how they try to 
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persuade their audiences, looking at the three approaches of Pathos, Ethos and Logos. Again, this 
would have created a different project and would not have been able to answer the question 
intended for this project, but can be said to be along the same lines of this one, as it would utilise 
qualitative research in the form of speeches, interviews, press releases and the likes. 
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